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Current Topics. 


Sir John Henry de Villiers. 

THE ELEVATION to the peerage of Sir JoHN HENRY DE VILLIERS, 
late Chief Justice of the Cape of Good Hope, and now Chief 
Justice of United South Africa, is, we believe, the first 
instance in which this honour has been conferred upon a colonial 
judge. The learned chief justice was called to the bar by the 
Inner Temple in 1865, and was attorney-general for the Cape of Good 
Hope in the years 1872-1874. He is a member of the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council, and has, we believe, taken part 
in its deliberations, though his residence in South Africa has 
prevented him from taking much partin the proceedings of an 
English tribunal. 


The Demise of the Cpown as Regards Royal 
Commissions. 

WHATEVER MAY bethe meaning of the word “office” in the 
Demise of the Crown Act, 1901, it is clear that the advisers of 
the Crown do not consider it to include the position of a member 
of a Royal Commission. It is notified in the London Gazette of 
May 31st that a Warrant under the King’s Royal Sign Manual 
has been issued reappointing eighteen Royal Commissions that 
were sitting at the date of King Epwarp’s death, confirming the 
terms of the commissions, and ratifying any proceedings taken 
since the late demise of the Crown. Among the reappointed 
Commissions are the Land Transfer Acts Commission and the 
Divorce and Matrimonial Causes Commission. The latter has 
held several sittings since the 6th of May, the date of the late 
King’s death. 


The Compulsory Acquisition of Land. 

RuMouwrRs are current that the Light Railways Act, 1896, has 
been a failure. There is no doubt of the need which exists in 
various parts of the country for light railways, but it appears 
from figures which bave been published by the commissioners 
that only about half the mileage of light railways which has been 
authorized has ever been constructed. The chief difficulty is 
finance, and a ery is raised for legislation which would enable 
land to be acquired more cheaply than is possible under the exist- 
ing law. A large network of railways has been successfully con- 
structed in Belgium, and we cannot but think that this is due in 
some measure to a system, familiar to all who have lived on the 
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Continent, by which land is acquired at something like its real | dedicated to the public as a highway, having been for many 


value. The capital expenditure of English railways has always 
been swollen by fanciful additions to the price paid to those 
interested in the land acquired by the promoters and also by the 
expenses of highly remunerated surveyors and witnesses. A 
vigorous effort to diminish these impositions would not only be 
of benefit to shareholders, but would remove a serious obstacle to 
the establishment of necessary communications with the main 
railways throughout the kingdom. 


The Law of the Air. 

IN CONNECTION with our remarks on this subject last week 
(ante, p. 530), and references to newly-constituted public bodies 
devoting themselves specially to the consideration and elucida- 
tion of the law of the air, a letter in the Zimes of May 31st is 
of some interest. ‘The letter is headed: “ Trespassing in Aero- 
planes,” but is written solely to acquaint the public with the fact 
that another widely spread international organization is already 
in existence and devoting itself to the legal aspect of aviation. 
The writer of the letter, a vice-president of the new body, says: 
“For some months past a committee has existed in Paris called 
the Comité Juridique International de |’Aviation, of which the 
object is (1) to elaborate in each country the doctrine concern- 
ing legislation of the air; (2) to create a code relating to the air, 
and for this purpose to collect and codify all legal documents in 
reference to the subject in order to pave the way for and discuss 
legislation ; (3) to defend in the different countries the 
interests of aviation.” Committees in different countries, 
it appears, work under the “Comité directeur,” and the 
latter consists entirely of lawyers. A ‘committee of doctrine 
and defence” is now in process of formation in England. 
An endeavour is to be made to codify “the law of aeronauts ” 
under the following heads: Public aerial law ; private aerial law ; 
commercial aerial law ; administrative aerial law ; fiscal aerial 
law; penal aerial law. “Public” law includes: (a) on the legal 
aspect of the atmosphere ; (/) as to alighting ; (c) nationality of 
aeroplanes ; (7) as to diplomatic treaties. ‘ Private” law is 
divided into: (a) as to property in the space above; (/) as to 
force majeure ; (c) as to domicil of aeronaut, This tabulation is 
in itself evidence of a good deal of work already done in the 
direction of classifying the subject-matter to be dealt with. It 
is abundantly clear that the law of the air is making extremely 
rapid progress towards the attainment of a definite position in 
jurisprudence. It may be years before any body of case law 
worth mentioning is evolved, but in the meantime it is of very 
great importance that any necessary legislation should be based 
on convenient and stable principles. The work of the new 
society would appear to lie in this direction—to accumulate 
material for effective municipal legislation. 


The Dispute Regarding Square Gardens in 
Kensington. 

KENSINGTON has, during the last week, been much disturbed 
by a conflict between the borough council and the Amalgamated 
Estates Company, as to their respective rights in the carriage 
and footway called Earl’s-terrace and the square garden in 
Edwardes-square. The rights in question will probably be 
determined in the courts of law, and it may be enough to say 
that Earl’s-terrace is a row of houses in front of which and of 
Kensington-road is a carriage and footway and a long narrow 
garden, the whole being enclosed by railings with two gateways, the 
gateways being kept open. Edwardes-square lies to the south of 
Karl’s-terrace. The square has existed since 1819, and by the 
Kensington Improvement Act, 1851, it was provided that the 
garden should be controlled by a committee of the residents 
round about it, wko should maintain a caretaker and have the 
user and enjoyment of the garden, a rate being levied upon 
them for this purpose. The leases granted by Lord KENSINGTON 
of houses in Edwardes-square and Larl’s-terrace have recently 
run out, and Lord KENsincToNn having sold his interest in 
Edwardes-square and Earl’s-terrace to the company, they now 
propose to build upon the vacant ground. Two distinct ques- 
tions appear to be raised. With regard to Earl’s-terrace, the 
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years used by persons other than those going to or from the 
houses in the terrace and having been kept in repair by the 
borough council. With regard to Edwardes-square, it is con- 
tended that there is no right under the Kensington Improvement 
Act, 1851, to build upon the square garden to the prejudice of 
a single householder in the square. These questions may 
| ultimately be decided by the Court of Appeal. The legislation 
with regard to square gardens and open spaces in London is in 
an unsatisfactory condition, and having regard to the undoubted 
| fact that many of these gardens are among the most conspicuous 
ornaments of our huge city, it may be boped that the approach- 
ing litigation may lead to an amendment of the general law. 


Income of Unconverted Property. 

THE RECENT decision of Evs, J., in Re Elford (ante, p. 542) is 
an addition to the numerous cases in which the right of a t nant 
for life of unauthorized investments to receive the actual income 
has been discussed. Primé facie where an estate includes wasting 
securities or unauthorized investments it is the duty of the 
trustees to realize them. If they do so, the tenant for life will 
receive the income of the proceeds of realization, and the trustees, 
by neglecting their duty, may not vary the rights of tenant for 
life and remaindermen, and allow the tenant for life to receive 
the income of the property in its actual state. Where the testator 
has expressly authorized the trustees to postpone conversion, the 
reason of the rule appears to fail; but it still holds in the case of 
wasting property, and to entitle the tenant for life to receive the 
actual income of the property there must be a direction in the 
will to that effect. For some time is was doubtful whether a 
like direction was necessary in the case of unauthorized invest- 
ments: see Ie Chaytor (1905, 1 Ch. 233). But, in fact, when a 
testator’s estate includes securities which would not be proper 
as an original investment by his trustees, and he authorizes the 
postponement of conversion—that is, retention of the securities 
they become for the purposes of the will authorized securities, and 
it appears now to be settled that the tenant for life will take 
the actual income even where the will contains no express 
direction to that effect: Re Sheldon (39 Ch. D. 50), Le Bates 
(1907, 1 Ch. 22). In Le Elford (supra) the will contained an 
express direction as to income, but only authorized postpone 
ment of conversion as to part of the estate. A testator left 
his residuary real and personal estate on trust for conversion, 
with power to postpone conversion except as to bis business, 
which was to be wound up and disposed of as soon as 
practicable after his death, and, if possible, within twelve 
months thereof. The will contained a direction that the 
income arising from his estate till conversion should be applied 
as if the same were income arising from the proceeds of conver- 
sion. It had not been found practicable to dispose of the business, 
and, apart from the express direction as to income, the tenant 
for life would not, apparently, have been entitled to the profits. 
3ut Eve, J., held that the word “income” was wide enough to 
cover the income of the whole of the unconverted estate, notwith 
standing that, as to the business, postponement of conversion was 
not intended by the testator. 


The Divorce Commission. 

THE EVIDENCE hefore the Divorce Commission continues to 
shew divergent views as to the appropriate local tribunal in divorce. 
Judge WoopraLt urged that if the county court was selected, 
the jurisdiction in it should be unlimited, but it may be doubted 
whether co-ordinate jurisdiction in the High Court and the 
county court will find favour. Judge Jtunca supported the 
granting ofjjurisdiction to all county courts, but it must be re 
membered that most county court judges have their hands full 
with the duties already imposed on them. Mr. A. J. E. NEwroN 
would confine the county court jurisdiction to undefended 
divorce causes, and upon notice of defence would have the cause 
transferred to the High Court. But if the object is the saving of 
expense, this distinction between defended and undefended causes 
seems to be illogical. The saving is required in defended causes 





as much as in undefended. Mr. FREKE PALMER, who expressed 


borough council will, we understand, contend that it has been | grave doubts as to the utility of intervention by the Kings 
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Proctor, described separation orders as bad in their effect, and 
was in favour of county court jurisdiction. Mr. HENRY PIERRON 
advocated the institution of special local courts, and this idea 
might be developed with advantage. If such courts were under 
the supervision of the Divorce Division, it might be possible 
to organize the various divorce tribunals as branches of that 
division. ‘These last three witnesses are all London solicitors. 
During the present week evidence has also been given by 
four witnesses connected with legal aid societies in London 
and the provinces. Mr. WILLIAMS, of the Poor Man’s Lawyer 
Department of the Robert Browning Settlement, Walworth, 
considered that there was a large demand among the poor 
for divorce relief, and favoured the stipendiary magistrate, 
or, where there is none, the county court, as the appropriate 
authority. Mr. DANrett, of Bristol, advocated the county 
court, at least for undefended divorce cases. Mr. SYKES, 
on behalf of the National Legal Aid Society, considered 
that the Divorce Division could deal with all cases in the 
home counties, while in the provinces the tribunal should be the 
assizes or a local court of record. And Mr. Wria.ry, for a 
similar society at Manchester, objected that divorce was too im- 
portant a matter for county court jurisdiction, and urged that in 
the provinces the trial should be at the assizes. Whether in the 
county court or at the assizes, increased facilities for divorce 
would probably bring about a large increase in the number of 
cases, and provision would have to be made for a corresponding 
increase in judicial force. 


The Negotiability of Postal Orders. 

Has A postal order the character of a negotiable instrument, 
by wh’ch is meant not only that it may be passed from hand 
to hand by mere delivery, but that the delivery shall pass the 
property in the amount payable under the order? This was 
the question recently debated in the case of Daxter v. Bass in 
the Barnet County Court. The plaintiff sought to recover 
7s. 6d., the value of a postal order which he purchased to send 
by post to a creditor. The letter miscarried, and a person who 
had obtained possession of the order in some way not known 
handed it to the defendant, a tradesman, who took it in good 
faith in the course of trade and gave value for it. The defend- 
ant paid the order into a bank, throngh which it was cashed, 
and received the proceeds. The plaintiff, who had been obliged 
to pay his creditor the 7s. 6d., sought to recover the money 
from the defendant. The form of a postal order, which is 
well known, is given in the schedule to the Post Office (Money 
Orders) Act, 1880 : 

“ Postal Order for (amount) [Name of Issuing Office] [Number of 
Order] To the Postmaster in Charge of the Money Order Office at 

Pay to at any time within three calendar months 
from the last day of the month of issue the sum of (amount) on 
account of His Majesty’s Postmaster-General. The person to whom 
this order is issued must, before parting with it, fill in the name of 
the person to whom the amount is to be paid The person so 
named must sign the receipt at the foot thereof, and must also fill in 
the name of the money order office, if that has not been already done. 
If this order be ‘& Co.’ payment will only be made 
through a banker.” 


crossed 
Evidence was given of a custom, largely prevalent among 
tradesmen and others, to treat postal orders as cash in spite of 
the fact that they were marked ‘“ Not Negotiable” and that 
unless they were paid through a bank they had to be signed 
by the person to whom they were payable, and the defendant 
relied on this practice as giving the character of negotiability 
to those orders which they would not otherwise possess. The 
plaintiff, on the other hand, relied on Fine Art Society v. 
Onion Bank of Lordon (17 Q. B. D. 705), where the Court of 
Appeal in 1886 beld that there was not sufficient evidence of a 
general practice to treat postal orders as documents transfer- 
able to bearer. The county court judge came to the conclusion 
that no general practice had grown up since 1886 giving postal 
orders the character of negotiability, and that the plaintitf was 
entitled to judgment. The case is an illustration of the general 
demand for notes for small amounts in the nature of currency, but 
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received the orders was not the true owner and could not confer 
a title to them. 


Oversea Statutes in London. 

ACCESS TO the law reports and statutes of the oversea dominions 
is a difficulty that is always with the lawyer in London who has 
occasion to consult these books. At the present moment the 
chronic difficulty has become acute with respect to the con- 
solidated statutes of New Zealand. Under existing arrange- 
ments the principal law libraries (including those of the four 
Inns of Court and the Law Society) receive, though not always 
regularly or punctually, the statutes of every Legislature in the 
Empire. Occasionally these new statutes are not available for 
many months after the close of the session in which they are 
passed. But an interval of two years between the passing of an 
important batch of consolidated statutes and their being generally 
accessible in London is altogether too long. On the 4th of 
August, 1908, a large number of consolidated statutes came into 
force in New Zealand. So far, only one or two odd copies have 
reached London. The statutes referred to consist of 108 Acts, 
bound in five volumes, and comprising practically the whole of 
the New Zealand general public statutes, which have now been 
consolidated under the authority of an Act passed in 1895. It 
appears, from inquiries made at the Colonial Office and the 
office of the High Commissioner for New Zealand, that the 
authorities in New Zealand do not regard themselves as bound 
to supply copies of this consolidation under the arrangements 
by which the statutes of each session are sent to all the law 
libraries. Whatever may be the reason for the omission to 
adhere to the accustomed practice, the lawyer in London interested 
in New Zealand legislation finds his position extremely incon- 
venient. One of the Inn libraries has been fortunate enough to 
secure, through the courtesy of the High Commissioner for 
New Zealand, the temporary loan of a set of these five volumes. 
Otherwise, these Acts can only be seen by calling at the 
Co'onial Office or the High Commissioner’s office in Victoria- 
street, Westminster. It would certainly seem to be as much in 
the interests of the Dominion as of people here that New Zealand 
law should be readily ascertainable in London. Quite recently 
one of these consolidated Acts was referred to in the report of 
an appeal before the Judicial Committee, and the references 
are unintelligible to the ordinary legal reader in the absence of 
the statutes themselves: See Greville v. Parker (1910, A. C. 335). 


The Boundaries of Maryland and West Virginia. 


A CONTROVERSY has arisen as to the boundaries between 
Maryland and West Virginia, and an action to determine this 
controversy has been commenced in the Supreme Court of the 
United States. Maryland was chartered in the seventeenth 
century through Queen Henrietta Maria, and the action will 
principally tura upon the construction of a Latin phrase in 
the charter relative to the boundary of the State. Maryland 
contends that the boundary is at the high water mark on the 
south bank of the Potomac and West Virginia contends that it is at 
the low water mark. Questions as to the boundary line between 
contiguous pieces of land belonging to two different owners have 
frequently come before the law courts. These disputes are, 
generally speaking, questions of fact, and in an old and thickly 
populated country like England the courts receive evidence of 
reputation and acts of ownership to assist them in interpreting 
the description in a deed of conveyance. The interpretation of 
a charter affecting a large province in a newly-settled country is 
a different matter. The boundaries of State territories may 
consist either in arbitrary lines drawn from one definite natural 
or artificial point to another or they may be defined by such 
natural features of a country as rivers or ranges of hills. In the 
latter case more than one principle of demarcation is possible, and 
certain general rules have, therefore, been accepted which pro- 


|_ vide for instances in which, from the absence of express agreement 


or for other reasons, there is doubt or ignorance as to the 
frontier which may justly be claimed. Where a boundary 
follows a river and it is not proved that either of the riparian States 


persons who accept postal orders as if they were cash cannot | possesses a good title to the whole bed, the territories are 
escape the risk of finding that the person from whom they | separated by a line running down the middle. It will probably 
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be contended that the language of the charter sufficiently 
defines the boundary of Maryland without the necessity of re- 
ferring to any rules of international law. 


Change from One Court to Another by Eminent 
Counsel. 


THE PremiER of the Australian Commonwealth recently 
announced that Mr. ALEXANDER GorDON, K.C., had been 
offered and had accepted the vacaricy on the bench of the 
Supreme Court caused by the retirement of Sir Grorce B. 
Simpson, and added: “ Mr. GoRDON is a gentleman of considerable 
experience in all jurisdictions of the court, and though his 
practice of recent years has been largely confined to the equity 
court, he had previously worked extensively on the common 
law side and in the bankruptcy jurisdiction.” English lawyers 
have for many years had no opportunity of witnessing a 
change like that above referred to, by which an eminent King’s 
Counsel transfers his practice from the common law to the 
equity division. But such instances were not unknown in 
this country in the early part of the Jast century. In an 
article upon Sir RoperRT GIFFORD, afterwards Attorney-General 
and Master of the Rolls, who first rose in practice as a special 
pleader and on the Western circuit, it is mentioned that after 
his appointment as Solicitor-General he changed his court and 
confined his private practice exclusively to equity, notwith- 
standing the excellence of his general management of an action 
at law. Some years after the death of Sir R. Girrorp, Sir 
WILLIAM FOLLETT, one of the most distinguished advocates ever 
known in the Court of King’s Bench, was often retained to con- 
duct cases in the Court of Chancery ; it was said, indeed, that at 
least a third of his large practice was in that court. The 
introduction of the vivid voce examination of witnesses into the 
Chancery Division may have a tendency to attract counsel from 
the Common Law side of the High Court, but the attenuated 
lists of the former court scarcely invite the competition of those 
who are better employed elsewhere. 


Indian Students in the Inns of Court. 
THE RECENT unrest in the Indian Presidencies does not appear 





| abridged. 
| effect in favour of the same three sons separately. 


to have caused any diminution in the number of Hindu and | 
Mohammedan students who attend the lectures of the Inns of | 


Court. The eximination papers contain names which, though 


not easily remembered by Englishmen, are usually associated | : 
the three named sons were to receive £7,000 absolutely, but the 


with Hindustan, and the spectacle of a green head-covering 
may inform some of those who frequent the Temple that 
a desceniant of Mohammed is entitled to wear a green 
wrapper for his turban. 


to the English government. But so long as the career of a 
lawyer ora civil servant in India offers more opportunities of 


success than are supplied by other vocations it is not likely that | 


the prospect of a frigid reception in England will prevent these 
young men from seeking admittance to the English bar. Many 
of them are said to be in poor circumstances, and though we 
have no specia! knowledge on the subject, we are inclined to 


think that their life in a huge and self-absorbe J city like London | 


is rather a cheerless cne. The expadiency of making some 
provision for their comfort and recreation has often been discussed, 
but we have not heard that any practical step in this direction 
has ever been taken. It has been said that to live under British 
administration where it is at its best is in itself a liberal education. 
Some effort might be made with regard to these Oriental visitors 
to prevent this proposition from being little more than a figure 
of speech. 


No New Law Library. 

THE CATEGORICAL statements in the 7imes as to the intention 
of the Government to set up a new law library in connection 
with the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council (ante, p. 518) 
turn out to have been made on insufficient evidence. The Times 
of the 26th of May says: “We have received the following 


The presence of these students has of | 
late been regarded with some disfavour owing to the belief that a | 
large proportion of them have cultivated feelings of disaffection | 





from the Court Newsman for publication,” and an explicit denial | 


of any intention to set up a new library then follows. It appears 


that the bar robing room “ has been fitted with shelves to hold 
any books that may be presented by ” the Canadian or any other 
‘* Colonial Government.” 





The Release of Testamentary 
Powers. 


AN important decision as to the effect of a covenant restricting 
the exercise of a testamentary power of appointment has been 
given by the Court of Appeal in Re Evered (ante, p. 540). Under 
a marriage settlement, made in 1857, funds were settled in 
trust for the wife and the husband successively for life, then 
for children or other issue of the marriage as the wife should 
by will appoint, and, subject thereto, for the children att sining 
twenty-one or marrying in equal shares, with a hotchpot clause. 
There were seven children of the marriage, six sors and one 
daughter, all of whom attained twenty-one. The husband died 
in 1885. In 1892 the widow made a will, whereby she appointed 
£60,000 in equa] shares between her six sons and their issue, 
the sons taking only estates for life ; the residue she appointed 
between the seven children, the sons’ shares being added to the 
sums of £10,000 first appointed, and the daughter's one-seventh 
share being also settled. After the date of the will the widow 
executed four deeds with the intention of securing to each of 
three of her sons—ALFRED, EVERARD, and GILLIBRAND—£7,000 
at least out of the settled funds. By the first of these, executed 
in 1901, she covenanted with these three sons that she would 
not exercise her testamentary power of appointment so as by 
any means to reduce the share of any of them to less than 
£7,000, nor so as to postpone the vesting in possession of a 
share in the trust funds equal to at least £7,000 beyond the 
time of her own death ; and the deed provided that in other 
respects her testamentary power of appointment should not be 
The other three deeds made provision to the same 
The widow 
died in 1909 without having altered her will as regards the 
testamentary appointment. The settled funds amounted to about 
£60,000. 

Thus, under the testamentary appointment, the six sons each 


| took a life interest in £10,000, and under the deeds, if these were 


to be allowed to operate according to their apparent intention, 


testamentary power was not to be further interfered with. Tbis 
result would be attained by taking £7,000 out of the settled share 
of each of the three named sons under the appointment, paying 
it over to them, and leaving only the balance to be subject to the 
trusts for the sons for life, and then for their issue ; and NEVILLE, 
J. (ante, p. 83), decided, on the authority of Davies v. Huguenin 
(1H. & M. 730), that this was the proper course, though on 
principle he disagreed with that case. And the Court of Appeal 
have approved of his disagreement and have reversed his decision. 


| The objection is that the result depends, in effect, not on a release 
| by dead of a testamentary power of appointment, whic’ is valid, 


but upon an appointment by deed, which, of course, isinvalid. In 
order to secure that each of three sons should take by virtue of 
the deed of 1901 a sum of £7,000, it was necessary that the 
deed should operate as a release of the power of appointment 
over a sufficient part of the funds to secure that £7,000 should go 
to each in default of appointment,.and since there were seven 
children, it was necessary to release £49,000; the result being 
that each of the seven children, and not three named sons only, 
would take £7,000 absolutely. The surplus of the trust funds 
some £11,000—would then be available for the exercise of the 
testamentary power. On the other hand, to allow the deed of 
1901 to operate as giving to each of the three named sons £7,000 
absolutely, and to treat this as a payment on account of the 
£10,000 appointed by will, was to recognize the deed as making 
an appointment of £7,000 to each of the three sons. 

In Davies v, Huguenin (supra) Woop, V.C., observed that it 
was too clear for argument that a covenant might operate as a 
release of a power of appointment ; and since that date the general 


validity of a release of a power, even when the donee of the 
‘ 
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power benefits by the release, has become well established: see 
Re Radcliffe (1892, 1 Ch. 227). And, as has been held on the 
present occasion, a power may be released in respect of a part of 
the settled property only. But after enunciating this proposi- 
tion the Vice-Chancellor failed to apply it correctly. In the case 
before him it was provided that, in the event of a testamentary 
power over settled estates not being exercised, a sum of £6,000 
was to be raised for the younger children of the donee in equal 
Four younger children became entitled. On the marriage 
the donee covenanted not to appoint so as to 
He did exercise the power of 
led estates, and at the same time 
charged them with £1,000 in favour of the daughter. It was 
held that she was entitled to have the £1,000 made up to 
£1,500, but it was not perceived that the release of the power of 
appointment, if such release had really been effected, would have 
left the settled estates unappointed, and would, as to the £6,000 
have operated in favour of the other younger children as well. 
The facts in Davies vy. Huguenin were complicated, and this 
may account for the result at which Woop, V.C., arrived. The 
case was correct so far as it recognized that a covenant not to 
exercise a testamentary power of appointment might operate as 
a release of the power; it was, the Court of Appeal have now 
held, incorrect in the application of this doctrine to the facts. 

It appears to have been the opinion of NEVILLE, J., in Ji 
Evered (supra), that the covenant in that case did not operate as a 
rolease of the power at all. As stated above, the covenant was 
that the donee of the power would not exercise it so that the 
share of any of the three sons should be less than £7,000. Now, 
arelease of 2 power may be either express or implied. Here 
there was no express release, and in fact the covenant could have 
been satisfied by an exercise of the power, so that, in the opinion 
of the learned judge, there was no implied release. ‘ To hold,” 
he said, “that in a covenant which can be fulfilled by release of 
the power or otherwise there can be an implication of release 
appears to me inconsistent with the very nature of a legal impli- 
cation, which is confined to cases of necessity.” And the learned 
judge considered that the remedy of the covenantee was for breach 
of the covenant only. This poift, which was a substantial one, 
does not seem to have been considered in the Court of Appeal, and 
the judgment of the Master of the Rolls is not altogether con- 
vincing. He observed that the covenantor might bave performed 
her covenant by appointing £7,000 to each son absolutely, and 
we gather that there was in his view a release of the power only 
in, the event of this appointment not being made. But the 
release, if it is to take place at all, must take place at once by 
virtue of the covenant, and we incline to think that the opinion 
of NEVILLE, J., was more, correct. As the matter stands, 
however, a covenant that an object of a testamentary power of 
appointment shall take a specified sum out of the trust fund must 
be taken to operate as a release of the power to the extent 
necessary to give that sum, under the trust in default of appoint 
ment, to each object of the power ; and any exercise of the power 
is effectual only as regards the residue. . 
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The Priority of Unregistered 
Judgments. 


Tne Land Charges Act, 1900, closed the register of judgments 
for ordinary purposes and transferred the business of keeping the 
register, so far as it still required to be carried on, to the Land 
Registry Office. This change was apparently made chiefly with 
a view to the operation of judgments as against land, and was in 
pursuance of the policy of the Land Charges Registration and 
Searches Act, 1888. The latter Act, as is well known, estab- 
lished at the Land Registry Office a register of writs and orders 
affecting land, and provided, by section 6, that such writs andorders, 
and every delivery in execution in pursuance thereof, should be 
void as against purchasers for value unless the writ or order was for 
the time being registered under the Act. The Act of 1900 further 
provided (by section 2) that a judgment, whether obtained on 
behalf of the Crown or otherwise. should not operate as a charge 











on land until a writ or order for the purpose of enforcing it was 
registered under the Act of 1888, and (by section 3) that section 6 
of the Act of 1888 should apply to every writ or order affecting 
land, whether obtained on behalf of the Crown or otherwise. 
The effect has been to make it unnecessary for purchasers and 
mortgagees of land to search for judgments or Crown debts, and 
it is now suflicient to search for registered writs and orders 
affecting the land in question. 

But the Act of 1900 had an important effect, not only as 
regards the extent to which judgments are enforceable against 
land, but also as to the effect of the registration of judgments for 
the purpose of giving priority in administration. ‘his, however, 
seems to have been overlooked by the Legislature, and it has 
been an open question since the passing of the Act whether 
registration is now necessary to secure for a judgment creditor 
of a deceased person priority over otber creditors. The ques- 
tion is not a new one in the history of the law of administra- 
tion, and the Legislature made a similar mistake in the Judg- 
ments Act, 1838. Originally a judgment or decree obtained by 
a creditor in the lifetime of the deceased gave him an abso- 
lute priority, so that the executor committed a dvvastavil if 
he paid an inferior debt before a judgment debt, even though 
he had no notice of the judgment, since the judgment made 
the debt a debt of record. Executors, it was said in Littleton 
v. Ilibbins (Cro. Eliz. 793), ought, at their peril, to take cog- 
nizance of debts of record—such as the judgment in debt in that 
case-—and ought first of all to satisfy them. In Searlv v. Lune 
(2 Vern. 88) the same rule was applied to a decree in equity, 
and, as was pointed out, with more reason, since courts of equity 
were few: “For that there are but few courts of equity, but very 
many courts of law; and yet a judgment even in a court of 
‘ pie-powder’ will be binding in such a case, so that it is much 
easier to discover whether there be a decree against a man than 
whether there be a judgment against him or not.” 

Obviously it would have been a great hardship if an executor 
could not safely pay a simple contract debt until he had searched 
the records of all the dusty-foot courts in the land, and possibly 
the above dictum went beyond the actual law, for when the 
Legislature intervened by 4 & 5 Will. & M.c. 20 to deprive 
judgments at law of their priority unless they were docketed, 
it dealt only with judgments in the superior common law courts. 
But for the next hundred and forty years or so the docketing 
of a judgment at law was necessary to secure priority for the 
judgment creditor. Then by the Judgments Act, 1838, registra- 
tion of judgments was substituted for docketing, and until 
registration the land was not bound by the judgment as against 
purchasers and mortgagees; and by the Judgments Act, 1839, 
the docket was closed. This legislation was apparently passed 
solely with a view to the effect of judgments as regards land, 
and it was not considered how it would affect the priority of 
judgments in administration. This question arose in Fuller v. 
Dedman (No. 1) (26 Beay. 600), and it was held by RoMILLy, 
M.R., that the effect of closing the’ docket under the Act of 
1839 had been to leave the law as it was previous to 4 & 5 Will. 
& M.ec. 20, so that an administrator committed a devastavit 
by paying a simple contract debt before a judgment debt, even 
though the latter was not registered and he had no actual notice 
of it. After stating the reason for passing the statute 4 & 5 
Will. & M. ¢. 20, the Master of the Rolls said: “That being 
so, and dockets being put an end io by the 2 & 3 Vict. ¢. 11 
[the Judgments Act, 1839], Iam of opinion that the old law. is 
restored, and that I have no option on the subject. If I could 
help it, I would not have disallowed to the administrator moneys 
which he has ond file paid in payment of debts, as against a 
debt due on record of which he really had no notice.” 

In consequence of this decision the Legislature intervened, and 
section 3 of the Law of Property Amendment Act, 1860, 
restored to executors and administrators the protection which 
they had enjoyed under 4 & 5 Will. & M. c. 20; so that 
after the later statute a judgment had no preference against 
executors or administrators unless it had been either registered 
or re-registered within five years before the death of the debtor ; 
and this provision not only operated to protect an executor who 
paid a simple contract creditor while an unregistered judgment 
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debt was outstanding, but it also deprived the unregistered judg- 
ment debt of any priority in administration: Van Gheluive v. 
Nerinckz (21 Ch. D. 189). 

Such being the history of the matter, it might have been sup- 
posed that on the next occasion when the Legislature dealt with 
registration of judgments some care would have been taken not 
to repeat the errors of the Judgment Acts, 1838 and 1839. But 
this was by no means the case, and the Land Charges Act, 1900, 
seems to have been passed in ignorance that the mistake revealed 
in Fuller y. Dedman (No. 1) (supra) had ever been made in 1839 
and rectified in 1860; otherwise it would have been impossible 
to repeal the Act of 1860 without making provision for main- 
taining the protection to executors and administrators which that 
Act conferred. The Act of 1900 was passed, as we have pointed 
out above, with a view to the further protection of purchasers 
and mortgagees of land. Since a judgment is not effective against 
land until a writ or order for enforcing it has been obtained, the 
registration of the judgment for this purpose is useless. Hence 
section 3 (3) provides that no registration of the judgment shall 
take place except under an order of the High Court. No hint 


is given of the circumstances in which such an order is to be | 


made, and it is not clear that it would in any case be of 
service. But that depends on the further effect of the Act, 
and in particular on the repeal by section 5 of the first 
five sections of the Law of Property Amendment Act, 
1860. Now, these sections include the provision which was 
enacted in consequence of Fuller y. Redman (No. 1) (supra), and 
which protected executors and administrators against unregis- 
tered judgments. Why the Act of 1900 should have interfered 
with this provision is not apparent. The provision had nothing 
to do with the transfer of the register of judgments to the Land 
Registry Office, or with the effect of judgments as against land ; 
nor does the title of the Act give any hint that it was intended 
to interfere with the order in which debts are payable in adminis- 
tration. But, whether with or without reason, sections 3 and 4 of 
the Act of 1860 are repealed and probably the state of things 
produced by the Judgments Act, 1839, has been repeated, and 
executors have been deprived of protection against judgment 
debts of which they have no notice. 

The only way of avoiding this result seems to lie in the possible 
application of section 38 (2) (”) of the Interpretation Act, 


1889: ‘Where any Act passed after the commencement of this | 


Act repeals any other enactment, then, unless the contrary 
intention appears, the repeal shall not (”) revive anything not in 
force or existing at the time at which the repeal takes effect.” 
So far as we have noticed, only two writers have considered this 
question : see Carson’s Real Property Statutes, p. 513, where it 
is said that the Interpretation Act does not seem to apply; and 
Ingpen’s Executors and Administrators, p. 323, where it is said 
that, notwithstanding that Act, it may be contended that the 
effect of the repeal is to leave or revive the common law priority 
of an unregistered judgment. Both writers, therefore, think 


it at least doubttul whether the Interpretation Act is 
effectual to remedy the mistake of the Legislature. That 
it was a mistake there can be no doubt. The Law of 


Property Amendment Act, 1860, by sections 3 to 5, gave 
to executors definite. protection against unregistered judg- 
ments. In order to secure its common law priority the judgment 
required to be registered. The Act of 1900 repeals the require- 
ment, and to all appearance allows judgments their legal priority 
without registration. It is not a question of reviving anything 
within the meaning of the Interpretation Act. Judgment debts 
have throughout been entitled to priority, subject, under the Act 
of 1860, to registration. That Act being repealed, they now 
have this priority without registration. Such at least seems to 
be the result of the Land Charges Act, 1900, but the matter is 
one which sooner or later will call for judieial decision, unless 
this is anticipated by an amending statute. 


It is announced that Si 


Robert Finlay, K.C 
Richards, and Mr. 


Lawrence, the 


M.P., Sir Erle 


Geoffrey counsel engaged in the 


North Atlantic Fisheries Arbitration (to which we referred last week), 
left London on Monday for The Hague. 


Reviews. 
The Sale of Food and Drugs. 


THE SALE oF Foop anp Drucs Acts, 1875 To 1907, AND Forms, 
REGULATIONS, ORDERS AND Notices IssuED THEREUNDER, WITH 
NorTes AND CASES ; TOGETHER WITH AN APPENDIX CONTAINING 
THE OTHER Acts RELATING TO ADULTERATION, CHEMICAL Notes, 
&c. By Sir Wituram Bett, LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. Firru 
Epition. By Cuartes F. Luoyp, Barrister-at-Law. Tue 
CuemicaL Notes Revisep AND ENLARGED by R. A. Rosrnsoy, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons. 

The chief statutes with which this book is concerned are the Sale 
of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, with the Amending Acts of 1879 
and 1899, the Margarine Act, 1899, and the Butter and Margarine 
Act, 1907. After a short introduction explaining the design and 
operation of the Acts generally, the text of the Acts is given, 
the various sections being accompanied by notes and a full dis- 
cussion of the cases. Thus the qualification in section 6 of the 
Sale of Food and Drugs Act, 1875, that a sale of an article of food 
or a drug which is not of the nature and quality demanded must, 
to be within the section, be “ to the prejudice of the purchaser” has 
been the subject of numerous decisions—of which Pearks, Gunston, 
& Tee v. Ward (1902, 2 K.B. 1) and Peurks, Gunston, & Tee v. 
Houghton (1902, 1 K. B. 889) are examples, and these are stated very 
| clearly and concisely. P 





So also are the decisions under section 25 of 
the same Act on the defence that the defendant purchased the 
impugned article with a written warranty, the sufficiency of the 
warranty being, the editor observes, by far the most difficult question 
of any that havearisen under the Acts. The utility of the book is 
increased by the practical information contained in the Appendix, 
including circulars issued by the Local Government Board to Clerks 
to Local Authorities, and notes on various forms of adulteration. 





Company Law and Practice. 

THe SecreTary’s MANUAL ON THE LAW AND PRACTICE OF JOINT 
Srock CoMPANtEs, WITH Forms AND PRECEDENTS. By JAMEs 
Firzeatrick, F.C.A., and T. E. Haypon, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
THIRTEENTH Epirion. Jordan & Sons (Limited). 

The practical working of companies is largely in the hands of 
secretaries, and this work, which now appears in the thirteenth edition, 
is a useful guide to the statutory provisions and to. the forms with 
which it is essential for these officers to be acquainted. The chief 











feature in the present edition is the incorporation of references to the 
Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and the book retains the 
practical qualities which have characterized it hitherto. Under 
“Certification of Transfers,” for instance, the secretary will find 
information as to the exact nature of certification, with an apposite 
quotation from the judgment of Lindley, L.J., in Bishop v. Balkis 
Consolidated Co, (25 Q. B. D. 519), and guidance as to when he will be 
justified in giving the certification ; and the pages on Reconstruction, 
in which the secretary frequently has to take a leading part, afford 
similar assistance. The book also contains the forms most frequently 
required, with explanations and directions as to their use. 





Small Holdings and Allotments. 


THe Law ReLatinc To SMALL HOLDINGS AS CONTAINED IN THE 
SMALL Hotprncs AND ALLOTMENTS ACT, 1908, AND THE POWERS, 
Duties, AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF COUNTY COUNCILS THERE- 
UNDER. By Nevitie A. G. Lavineton, Solicitor, Small Holdings 
and Allotments Office, Somerset County Council, Bath. Bristol : 
William Bennett. 


The object of this work, the author states, is to set forth shortly, 
and clearly to define, the powers, duties, and responsibilities of county 
councils and other authorities in respect to the administration of the 
Small Holdings and Allotments Act, 1908, and the provision and 
management of small holdings thereunder. This is a matter which 
depends primarily on the sections of the statute, but a good deal of 
assistance 1s given in the book as to its practical working, and the 
author has collected all the information which his own experience or 
the circulars issued by the Board of Agriculture has rendered 
available. ‘Thus under section 9 (2), which authorizes county 
councils to sell or let small holdings to co-operative associations, 
Mr. Lavington gives the rules which have been framed for such cases 
by the Registrar of Friendly Societies in conjunction with the board. 
Section 13 requires that where a county council have purchased land 
for small holdings they shall apply for registration under the Land 
Transfer Acts, 1875 and 1897. ‘The notes to the section furnish the 
information as to procedure on registration ; and officers of county 
councils will find useful guidance in the notes to section 21 on the 
manner in which repayment can be obtained from the Board ol 
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Agriculture of the whole or part of expenses incurred in relation to 
the acquisition of land for small holdings. 





Company Law. 


CompANy Law. By WrtttAm Frepertck Hamiiron, LL.D. 
(Lond.), K.C. Tarp Eprtion. By the Author, assisted by 
Percy TrnpDAL Rosertson, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co. 

The interval which has elapsed since the publication of the second 
edition of this work in 1901 has seen considerable changes both in 
the substance and form of the statute law relating to companies. 
The Companies Act, 1907, permitted the creation of private 
companies, and made extensive alterations as to debentures and 
other matters, and the Act of 1908 has consolidated the whole of the 
statutes which had been accumulating since 1862. In the present 
edition Mr. Hamilton has retained the original design of the work. 


namely, the statement of the law in large-type propositions, with | 


explanatory notes and statement of the cases appended ; and for 
a comprehensive and clear enunciation of the law this plan has much 
torecommend it. It enables the subject to be treated more logically 
and methodically than if the text of the Act of 1908 had been 
adopted as the basis of a commentary. Thus the position of a person 
who lends money to a company in excess of its borrowing powers 
is not defined by statute, but it has been the subject of important 
decisions, such as Blackburn Building Society v. Canlifie, Brooks, 
& Uo. (9 App. Cas. 857). and Re Wrexham, Mold, &e., Railway 
Co. (1899, 1 Ch. 440), and the effect of these is well 
stated in a proposition at p. 255. But sometimes the method 
of statement by propositions is not suitable to the topic under 
consideration, and in the chapter on the general nature and 
effect of debentures and debenture stock Mr. Hamilton drops this 
method of treatment, and gives a useful exposition of debentures as 
floating securities. The liability of directors and promoters for mis- 
statements in prospectuses rests partly on statute and partly on the 
ordinary law. Chapter XX VII. contains a careful statement of the 
extent to which the liability under the ordinary law was affected by the 
Directors’ Liability Act, 1890—now section 84 of the Companies 
Act, 1908—and the tabulated statements at pp. 378-382 of mis- 
representations which have resulted in liability will be found useful. 
The work is a well-arranged and full statement of the law of 
companies subject to the Act of 1908. 





Books of the Week. 


Maintenance, Desertion, and Affiliation.—The Law 
of Maintenance and Desertion and Affiliation, with the Acts for the 
Custody and Protection of Children. Third Edition. By Tremere 
CHEVALLIER MartTIN, lately Chief Clerk to the Magistrates of the 
Metropolitan Police Court, Lambeth, and Grorce TempLe Martin, 
M.A. (Camb.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

Students’ Statute Law.—The Students’ Statute Law, being 
Specially intended for the Use of Candidates at the Final and 
Honours Examinations of the Law Society. Fifth Edition. By 
ALBERT Gipson, ARTHUR WELDON, and H. Gipson RivincTon, M.A. 
The “ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 

Estate Duty.—Estate Duty as Imposed by the Finance Act, 
1894, and Amended by Subsequent Legislation (including Finance 
(1909-1910) Act), with Notes. By E. J. Eanes, Manager in the 
Estate Duty Department of Messrs. Waterlow_ Bros. & Layton 
(Limited), Fourth Edition. | Waterlow Bros. & Layton (Limited). 
2s. 9d. post free. 


Correspondence. 


Section 74 of the Finance Act, 1gro. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter] 


Sir,—Under an ante-nuptial marriage settlement, made years ago, 
the husband and wife have the usual power of appointment amongst 
the children of the marriage. In default of appointment the children 
take equally. The parties now wish to exercise their power. 

Can you tell us if such an appointment would be within the 
urview of section 74 of the Finance Act, 1910? It hardly seems to 
“ a “conveyance or transfer operating as a voluntary disposition 
inter vivos,” Mark. 

May 25. 

[We should certainly say that the appointment is not a “convey- 
ance or transfer operating as a voluntary disposition ¢vfter vivos” by 
the appointors, but is, in substance, a disposition made for value hy 
the original settlor,—Ep, S./.} 


Points to be Noted. 


Practice. 


Appeal—Interlocutory or Final Order.—By ord. 58, r. 15, of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court, an appeal from an interlocutory 
order in an action may be brought within fourteen days, and an 
appeal from a final order in anaction within three months. For this 
purpose an order dismissing an action as frivolous and vexatious is 
an interlocutory order.—Re Pacer, Hitt v. Frapaate (C.A., Feb. 17) 
(54 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 305 ; 1910, 1 Ch. 489). 

Costs—‘ Of and Incident to the Appeal.”’—The practice on taxa- 
tion is to allow no disbursements except such as were “actually made 
for the purposes of the proceeding in respect of which the order 
for costs was made.” Therefore, on an appeal, costs of documents used 
in the court below, which by special arrangement were not claimed 
in that court, cannot be allowed under the description of “costs of and 
incident to the appeal.”—Masson, Temeiter, & Co, v, DE FRiks, 
| Dr Frres (Chat Ant) (C.A., Feb. 18) (54 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 304 ; 
1910, 1 K. B. 535). 

Costs—Verbal Agreement that Client should Pay no Costs.—By 
the Attorneys and Solicitors Act, 1870, s. 4, a solicitor may 
make an agreement in writing with his client respecting the amount 
and payment of his costs ; and by the proviso to section 5 of that 
Act “the client who has entered into such agreement shall not be 
entitled to recover from any other person under any order for the 
payment of any costs which are the subject of such agreement more 
than the amount payable by the client to his own attorney or solicitor 
under the same.” On proof of a verbal agreement between a plaintiff 
and his solicitor that the plaintiff should pay the solicitor no costs, it 
is competent to a county court or other judge to enter judgment for 
the plaintiff without costs on that ground ; for apart from the statute 
party and party costs are given as indemnity, and not as a bonus or 
a punishment, and on the construction of the statute the proviso to 
section 5 may be applied to an agreement not in writing —GuNDRY 
v. SAINSBURY (C.A., Feb. 25) (54 Soticrrors’ JOURNAL, 327 ; 1910, 1 
K. B. 645). 

Interrogatories—Libel.—Where it is alleged in a statement of 
claim in a libel action that the defendant used certain words with a 
certain meaning, it is not admissible for the plaintiff to put (in effect) 
to the defendant by way of interrogatories whether the defendant 
meant by the words complained of what is alleged by the innuendo 
to have been their meaning. The question at issue (apart from cases 
of privilege) is what meaning the words would convey to persons 
reading them.—HEATON v. GoLDNEY (C.A., March 23) (54 Sonicrrors’ 
JOURNAL, 391 ; 1910, 1 K. B. 754). 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 


ECCLES CORPORATION v. SOUTH LANCASHIRE TRAMWAYS CO. 
No. 2. 26th May. 

Tramway—Lease—Power or Lessees TO GRANT Licences TO TRAMWAY 
Company—-Consent or Boarp or TraApE—Eccies Corporation Act, 
1901, s. 24. ¥ 
Where a corporation is authorized to grant leases of its tramways 

with the consent of the Board of Trade, another corporation to whom 

a lease of tramways has been duly granted cannot without such consent 

license a tramway company to use the tramways in question, although 

both the lessee corporation and the tramway company have statutory 
powers enabling them respectively to grant and accept such licences. 











Appeal from a decision of Eve, J., on an action brought for a 
declaration that the Salford Corporation were not entitled to permit the 
defendant company to use the plaintiffs’ tramways or any part thereof, 
and for an injunction to restrain the defendant company 
from running cars over the plaintiffs’ tramways situate in the borough 
of Eccles. The borough of Eccles is bounded on the east by Salferd 
and on the west by Worsley. The defendant company work tramways 
in the Worsley urban district and up to the western boundary of the 
borough of Eccles, but they have no powers to work tramways within 
that borough. sy the Eccles Corporation Act, 1901, s. 24, the 
plaintiffs were empowered to entertain contracts with owners of 
tramways in any adjacent district capable of being worked with the 
plaintiffs’ tramways with respect to the working by the con- 
tracting parties of their respective tramways, or parts thereof. 
Under agreements of the ith of April, 1902, and the 3lst 
of July, 1907, tramways within the borough of Eccles have 
been constructed and worked by the Salford Corporation, the 
plaintiffs supplying the electrical energy. The agreement of the 11th 
of April, 1902, provided, subject to the terms mentioned in the fourth 
schedule thereto, for the granting by the plaintiffs to the 
| Salford Corporation of a lease for thirty-five years, to run cars with 
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High Court—Chancery Division. 
MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF LONDON ». GREAT WESTERN AND 
METROPOLITAN RAILWAY COMPANIES. Eve, J. 27th M 
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restoring the demised premises in those respects to the condition in 
which they were at the date indicated. In my opinion, the contention 
of the corporation is right. I think that in the face of this covenant 
it is not open to the railway companies to successfully contend that 
the measure of their obligation is the safety of the superstructure, 
but that the true measure of their obligation has to be ascertained 
with reference to that which constituted this part of the premises at 
the time when the tenancy commenced. Accordingly I hold that on 
the true construction of the lease the corporation are entitled to require 
the companies to maintain the premises at the standard of strength cor- 
responding with that originally fixed.—Counse, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., 
and Sargant; Howard Wright. Soricrrors, Sir Homewood Crawford; 
L. B. Page. 

[Reported by S. E. Wuitr1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


te WILMER (Deceased). WINGFIELD v. MOORE. Parker, J. 
10th May. 


Wirt—Limirations oF Estates ror Lirt 
MISCONCEPTION OF PERSON DISENTAILING 
SETTLEMENT—INTENTION Person DISENTAILING—FINES AND 
Recoveries Act, 1833 (3 & 4 Witt. 4, c. 74), ss. 42 anv 43. 

- A person believing himself to be entitled to certain estates as tenant 

in tail male or tenant in tail in possession, executed a disentailing 

by which he purported to discharge the property * from 
all estates in tail tail and all estates, rights, in- 
terests and powers to effect after the determination or in 
defeasance of such estate It was subsequently decided that he was 
entitled to a life estate in the property, with remainder to his sons in 
tail male, with himself in tail general. He died without 
leaving issue, and it was now contended that as he did not, at the time 
of exer uting the deed, know the nature of the estate to which he was 
entitled he could not have given his consent as protector of the settle- 
ment, and had, conse only created a base fee so as to bar his 


AND IN TAIL—REMAINDERS— 
CoNSENT OF PROTECTOR OF 


OF 


assurance, 
male or in 


tale 


remainder t 


que ntly, 
OW tesue. 

Held, that on the true construction of the disentailing assurance and 
in the events that had haj pene ad. his misconception o} his le gal position 


was immaterial. 


Stephen Thomas Moore was, under limitations contained in a will, 
tenant for life of in property, with remainder to his first and 
other sons severally and successively in tail male, with remainder to 
himself in tail general, with remainders over, and, by reason of the 
fact that at the date of the death of the testatrix he was en ventre sa 
a question arose as to whether all the limitations subsequent to 
the life interest the will were net void for remoteness. 
He had taken advice upon the point, and had been advised that, in 
the events that had happened, he wag either a tenant in tail male or a 
tenant in tail in possession of the property by virtue of the cy-prés 
doctrine. Under these circumstances he executed a deed reciting fully 
the will under which he was entitled to an interest and also that ‘he 
is advised that upon the true construction of the said will . and 
in the events which have happened he is beneficially entitled 
to’’ the said property ‘‘as tenant in tail male or tenant in tail in 
ion.’’ By this deed he purported to discharge the property 
‘*from all estates in tail male or in tail of the said Stephen Thomas 
Moore at law or in equity, and all estates, rights, interests, and powers 
to take effect after the determination or in defeasance of such estates 
in tail male or in tail.’’ In 1903, after the execution of this deed, it 
was held by the Court of Appeal that Stephen Thomas Moore, being 
en ventre at the date of the testatrix’s death, must be treated 
as having then been alive, and that the subsequent limitations after his 
life estate were valid. Stephen Thomas Moore died in 1909, without 
leaving issue, and this summons was taken out to determine whether, 
as he did not know his legal position at the time of executing the deed, 
he was able to give his consent as protector of the settlement so as to 
bar estates, of the existence of which he was unaware. 

ParkeER, J., said the question in this case was, what was the effect 

f an indenture which was executed, enrolled and designed to take 
effect as a disentailing assurance? The first point was, what did 
Stephen Thomas Moore intend to do? It was clear, having regard to 
the recitals and the circumstances which then existed, that he was 
desirous of barring all estates tail which he had in the property and 
not only a particular estate which he was advised that he had. It was 
admitted by all parties that the deed operated to bar Moore’s own 
issue. The only question which had been raised was whether the deed 
operated to bar the remainders limited by the will subsequent to the 
estate given to him in tail, it being suggested that the consent of the 
protector had not been obtained and that therefore only a base fee had 
been created. It was perfectly clear from the words used in the deed 

the remaindermen, because he expressly said so. 


certain 


mere, 


conferred by 


possession. : 


sa mere 


that he intended to bai 
He said the property was to be not only free from the estates tail, but 
from ‘‘ all estates, rights, interests and powers to take effect after the 
determination or in defeasance of such estates in tail male or in tail.’’ 
Conveying, as he did, in a way which was appropriate to barring the 
remainders, and being himself the conveying party, it was a little 
difficult to say that he was not himself consenting to what he did or 
purported to do; and there was nothing in the Fines and Recoveries 
Act with regard to the manner in which the consent of the protector 
was to be given, except that it was to be given by deed. Moore, as 
protector, as well as tenant in tail, was a party to the deed, and it was 
to be assumed that he was a consenting party to what he himself had 


done. Therefore, the deed operated not only to bar the estate tail 








Reade, & Co. 





which Moore had, but also the remainders upon that estate tail.— 
Counset, Martelli, K.C., and Sargant; Grant, K.C., and Methold ; 
Buckmaster, K.C., and Austen-Cartmell; Romer, K.C., and 
Wright Taylor. Sotrcrrors, Harrison d: Powell; Tylee & Co.; Evans, 
Wadham, & Co Gedqe, Fiske, & Gedgqe. 

{Reported hy F. Brieas, Barrister-at-Law.) 


Re WILKINSON (Deceased). THOMAS v. WILKINSON. 

25th May. 

Witr—Generat Power oF APPOINTMENT OF SPECIFIED 
GENERAL Devise AND BequesT—EXeERCISE OF POWER 
1837 (1 Vicr. c. 26), s. 27. 

A testator, by his will, gave his residuary real and personal estate 
upon certain trusts for the benefit of his widow and children, and em- 
powered his widow by will to appoint that his trustees should, after 
her death, raise and set apart a sum sufficient to produce two pounds 
ten shillings per week, and declared that she should have power to 
appoint such sum or the income thereof as she should think fit. The 
widow, by her will, devised and bequeathed her residuary real and 
personal estate upon trust for two of her children. 

Held that, by virtue of section 27 of the Wills Act, the residuary 
devise and bequest contained in the widow's will operated as an 
exercise of the power of appointment given to her by her husband's 
will. 

Re Jones, Greene v. Gordon (34 Ch. D. 65), and Re Salvin, Marshall 
r. Wolseley (1906, 2 Ch. 459) discussed. 


Thomas Wilkinson, by his will, made in 1893, gave, bequeathed and 
devised all his real and the residue of his personal estate to his trus- 
tees upon trust to pay the income thereof to his wife for life, and gave 
his wife a ‘‘ power by her will to appoint that the trustees . shall, 
upon her death, raise and set apart a sufficient sum of money as wili 
produce a sum of two pounds ten shillings per week, and my said 
wife shall have absolute power by her will to dispose of the said sum 
when raised and the income thereof as she shall think fit; and subject 
as aforesaid,’’ the testator directed that, after the death of his widow, 
his trustees should stand possessed of his estate upon trust for his 
four daughters and one son absolutely. The widow died in 1909, and, 
by her will, devised and bequeathed her residuary real and personal 
estate to her trustees upon trust as to one moiety thereof for one 
daughter absolutely, and as to the other moiety thereof, for her son 
for life with certain gifts over in favour of his issue. This summons 
was now taken out for the purpose of determining whether or not, by 
virtue of section 27 of the Wills Act, the widow had exercised her 
power of appointment by the residuary devise and bequest contained in 
her will. 

Parker, J., said that the words ‘‘ subject as aforesaid’ were suffi- 
cient to create a charge upon the testator’s real estate. Upon the true 
construction of the will, the widow had, at the date of her death, a 
general power of appointing a sum sufficient to produce a sum of two 
pounds ten shillings per week. The question he had to determine was— 
did the residuary bequest, contained in her will, operate as an exercise 
of that power? Two authorities, Re Jones and Re Salvin, had been 
quoted, and he had to decide which of these two authorities applied to 
the present case. The facts in the present case and in the case of Re 
Jones were practically the same, with the exception that while there 
was in Re Jones an absolute trust for conversion, there was, in the 
case now before him, merely agower to convert. Kay, J., thought that 
the case of Re Jones was covered by section 27 of the Wills Act, and, 
in coming to that decision, laid no special stress upon the trust for 
conversion. In Salvin’s case, the second case quoted, real estate had 
been settled, and a power was given to a donee to charge any part 
‘thereof with a sum of money and to appoint the premises so charged. 
The question in that case was—did a residuary devise operate as an 
exercise of the power? Buckley, J., held that it did not, and that 
section 27 of the Wills Act did not extend to a power of imposing a 
non-existent charge upon property, and, in the course of his judgment 
he pointed out that in the case of Re Jones certain words in the will 
shewed that there was an overriding power and that the beneficiary 
only took subject to that power. In the present case there was also an 
overriding power, and it was subject to that power that the persons 
entitled took their shares, and the only question was, whether the 
absence of a trust for conversion was sufficient to take the case out of 
Re Jones and to bring it under Re Salvin. His lordship held that it 
was not, and that the charge upon the realty was created not by virtue 
of a power, but by virtue of the will. Under those circumstances it 
appeared that section 27 of the Wills Act did apply, and that, conse 
quently, the power was well exercised by the residuary bequest and 
devise contained in the will.—Counser, 7. Ribton and Spyers; J. M. 
Stone; M. J. L. Beebee. Soricitors, Rye & Eyre; Champions, Hart, 


Parker, J. 


AMOUNT— 
Wits Act, 


[Reported by F. Briaas, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re PARK (Deceased). BOTT ». CHESTER. 
llth and 12th May. 
Witt—ConpDITIon AS TO MARRIAGE WITH CONSENT—CONDITION AS 
FaILurRE oF [sSUE—MARRIAGE DURING LirEeTIME OF TESTATOR 
or Copici, CONFIRMING W1LL—INTENTION OF TESTATOR. 


Parker, J. 


To 
—Errect 


A testator directed his trustees to stand possessed of his residuary 
estate upon trust to pay the income thereof to his son for life, with a 
further trust, if the son should marry with the consent of the testator's 
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widow and trustees, for all the children of such a marriage; but if the 
son married without first obtaining such consent, or married with such 
consent and had no children, then in trust for certain persons therein 
mentioned. The son married in the lifetime of the testator, with his 
consent, and shortly afterwards the testator made a codicil, in which, 
after making one or not affecting the present case, he 
confirmed his will, The re were no children of the marriage. 

Held, that the condition as to marriage with the specified yonsent 
had been ful Alle d hy reason of the with the testator s con 
sent, and that the condition as to failure of issue had also been fulfilled, 
and that conseque ntly the gift over took efhect. 

John Park, by his will, made in 1863, gave certain real estate and 
the residue of his personal property to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
income thereof to his son, Cornelius Park, for life, and after his death 
upon trust for the children of his said son, if he should marry with the 
consent in writing of the widow; but if he should marry 
without such consent, or if he should marry with such con 
sent, and have no children who should live to attain’ the 
age of twenty-one years, the trustees should stand possessed of the 


two alteration 


marriage 


testator’s 


property upon trust for the persons therein named. In 1875, and | 
during the testator’s lifetime, the son married with the consent of the 
testator. Subsequently to this marriage, and during the son’s wife’s 
lifetime, the testator made a codicil in which, after making certain 
alterations in his will which are unimportant for the purpose of this 


case, he confirmed his will as altered. The son’s wife died in 1878, the 
testator in 1887, and the son in 1909, without having had issue of the 
marriage and without having married again. The question to be decided 
on this summons was whether, in the events which had happened, the 
gift over, contained in the will, had taken effect 
Parker, J., said: In all cases of conditions involving 
marriage, where a testator was providing for his child, the 
was that the testator intended to introduce provisions which would 
secure for the child a marriage of which he himself would approve if 
he were alive at the date of the marriage. Proceeding on this footing, 
the courts had held that where there was a condition of this sort and 
the marriage had taken place during the parent’s lifetime, with his 
consent, it was for all purposes a fulfilment of the condition. Parnell 
v. Lyon (1 V. & B. 479), Wheeler v. (18. & St. 304), and Clarke 
v. Berkeley (2 Vern. 720). If this was the principle, any child born of 
the marriage of which the testator had a tage would have been 
clearly entitled to the provisions made for him by the will. But there 
having been no children of the marriage, there was the further question 
whether the condition had been fulfilled for the purposes of the gift 
over, the gift over being alternatively in the event of the son marry 
ing without consent, or in the event of his marrying with consent and 
having no child who should attain the age of twenty-one years, The 
condition had in effect been fulfilled for the purposes of the gift over, 
by reason of the marriage during the lifetime of the testator, and the 
persons entitled in default of children came in under the terms of the 
will on the principle laid down in the cases cited. Again, it was cleat 
from the cases that a marriage in the lifetime of the testator was a 
marriage to which the condition referred. The son did marry, and had 
no children. Either he married with or without the consent. and. in the 
events that had happened, it made no difference one way or the other, 
the property went over. This was a shorter, but having regard to the 
cases cited, not such a logical way of putting it. It had been suggested 
that, as the codicil confirming the will had been made after the mat 
riage, the will ought to be regarded as having been made at the* date 
of the codicil, and that therefore the condition could only refer to a 
subsequent marriage, and that, inasmuch as the son did not marry 
again, there was an intestacy. It was clear, from a case decided bv 
Romer, J., that for many purposes the republic ation of a will might 
affect the property to which a gift in a will applied, but there was no 
authority for saying that, for all purposes, a will must be treated as 
having been made at the date of the codicil. His lordship held that, 
if there had been children of the son’s marriage, those children would 
have been entitled, by virtue of the will, to the provisions therein made 
for them, notwithstanding the fact that the son had married in the 
testator’s lifetime, and he ought not, because of the codicil, to cut out 
those children, and similarly, in the events which had happened, he 
ought not to cut out the persons entitled in default of children. 
Counset, Martelli, K.C., and J. S. Green; Romer. K C., and PD). PD 
Reid; Buckmaster, K.C., and C. H. Sargant; A. RB. Marten: Grant. 


consents to 
presumption 


War ney 


K.C., and W. H. Drape r; W. B. Sheldon Soricirors, #. G. & J. W. 
Chester; Sherrard Sons; Woodroffe d lehhy Travers-Smith, 
Braithwaite, & Co. ; P. Daries 


[Reported by F. Briaas, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—King’s Bench 


Division. 
RODGERS ». PICKERSGILL. Div. 24th May. 


CrminaL Law—Crvetty to Animats—Huntinc—WiLp 
Captivity—Witp AniMALs IN Captivity Protection Act. 
64 Vict. c. 33), ss. 2, 4. 

An information preferred by the appellant against the re ponde nt 
hefore justices for permitting a wild animal in a to he cruelly 
abused contrary to section 2 of 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33. was dismi ed 
after the justic had heard the vase for the appellant 


Court. 


ANIMAL 1N 
1910 (63 & 











Held, that the question as to whether at the time when the alleged 
acts of cruelty were committed the animal in question was being hunted 
so as to entitle the responde nt to the exemption provided by section 4 
of 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, ie, “* This Act shall not apply to 
the hunting or coursing of any ala - 2 « » was a question of fact 
for the justices to decide, and that in order to come to a decision upon 
the point they : should have had the case for the res} yondent before them 
as well as that of the appellant. 

Special case stated by the Cambridgeshire justices : ‘‘ (1) At the court 
of summary jurisdiction sitting at the Shire Hall, Cambridge, on the 
27th of November, 1909, an information was Baer: by C. W. 
Rodgers, an assistant superintendent in the employ of the Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, called the appellant, under 
the statute 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, s. 2, against Joseph Pickersgill, 
called the respondent, that he, on the 21st of October, 1909, at Great 
Shelford, in the said county, while a certain wild animal—to wit, a 


hind—was in captivity, did permit the same to be cruelly abused, 
contrary to the said statute, which information was heard on the 
27th of November, 1909, when we, the said court of summary 


jurisdiction, dismissed the same. (2) At the hearing of the said infor 
mation evidence was given to the following effect by witnesses called 
in support of the appellant :—That the respondent was an 
graduate of the Univeristy of Cambridge, and was also master of the 
Cambridge University Drag Hounds, and in connection with the drag 
hounds a number of hinds were kept and hunted with the hounds; and 
on the 21st of October, 1909, a hind which was not in a mutilated o1 
injured state had been released, and was being hunted in the neighbow 
hood of Great Shelford, when it jumped over the gateway leading to 
a cottage near the railway line, and took refuge in the yard surround- 
ing the cottage, and backed into a small lean-to shed. The hounds 
and followers came after it. The hounds were taken off, and various 
persons, of whom some were attached to the hunt and others following 
the same or bystanders, were seen to poke the animal with a pole and 
a broom in its side and flanks, and also whip it with the lashes of 
hunting crops over the head for the purpose of getting it out of th 
shed, but the said crops were not used viciously. The poking, prodding 
and beating went on for from ten minutes to a quarter of am hour, and 
ultimately the hind came out of the shed and then out of the yard 
into the road, where the hounds were again set on to it. It the 
turned round, jumped the yard fence, and went back into its forme: 
position. It was again prodded and poked with the pole and the broom 
and lashed with a whip in the same manner for several minutes, and 
it again came out of the yard through the gateway into the road, and 
went up the road a short way. It then went into a garden adjoining 
the road, and the hounds were put into the garden to drive it out. It 
came out of the garden again into and along the road, and tried t 
get through a hedge by the side of the road. There was some barbed 
wire, and it charged against the barbed wire twice, trying to break 
through. It then turned down the road again towards the cottag 
and jumped the fence into the yard where it had already twice been. 
Two men were seen to get hold of the neck of the hind, which had 
turned and was fighting with its forelegs, and put a whip thong round 
it and pull it along by the neck, and another man pulled its tail, 
endeavouring to get it out of the yard. They dragged it a short 
distance, when it fell down in the yard exhausted. It was lifted up 
and dragged through the gateway on to the road, where it again fell 
down exhausted. It lay there for a short time, when it was again 
lifted up and dragged along the road in the same way as before for 
about fifteen or sixteen yards, when it fell down again and died. 
The hind had a wound in its chest, which was bleeding, caused by the 
barbed Wire against which it had charged; it was bleeding at the 
hocks, and was exhausted. One witness deposed that the respondent 
was present the whole of the time, and subsequently when seen by a 
witness said that he was present all the time, and 
for all that took place; but there was no cruelty as far as he could 
see, and that he gave orders for the hind to be got out of the yard with 
a view to hunting it again, because it was not blown, but was only 
sulking, as it had done before. . . (3) At the close of the 
evidence for the prosecution it was submitted on behalf of the 
dent that he had no case to answer, because all the acts that had been 
deposed to took place while the animal was being hunted, and by 
section 4 of the said Act 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, the said Act does no 
apply to anything done in the hunting of an animal. (4) On behalf of 
the appellant it was submitted that the animal was not being hunted 
at the time it was in the yard of the cottage. . . . (5) We wer 
of opinion that on the above evidence the acts deposed to were ac‘s 
done at a time when the hunt was not at an end and in the hunti 
of the said animal . . . and that therefore there was no casé 
to answer on the evidence of the prosecution, and we therefore dis- 
missed the information.’’ On behalf of the appellant it*was contended 
that the question was whether the justices were right in dismissing 
the case at that stage. The animal being in the shed, was in captivity, 
and therefore there was a very arguable question as to whether the hunt 
had ceased or not. There must be a point in the conduct of a hunt a 
which acts of this kind must cease to be hunting. The justices had 
gone wrong in thinking that once a hunt had been started everything 
that the hunters might do was done in the course of hunting. It 
was argued for the respondent that even if the animal was in captivity 
at the time, the hunt was not over, so that the exception under section 4 
of the Act applied. Moreover, there was no evidence that the respon- 
dent knew that the hind had been injured by barbed wire ‘he 
statute being criminal must be construed in favour of the res} 
Lord ALVERSTONE, C.J.—The case is one of great difficul y owing to 
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the way in which the statute is framed. Under section 2 it is an 
offence to cause unnecessary suffering to an animal in captivity or 
close confinement, but section 4 says that the Act shall not apply to 
the hunting or coursing of any animal which has not been liberated 
in a mutilated or injured state in order to facilitate its capture or 
destruction. One difficulty is that section 4 has taken hunting clean out of 
the Act altogether. If the justices, on hearing the whole of the 
facts, had found as a fact that what was done had been done in the 
course of hunting, I do not see how the court could interfere. I 
think that the justices should have had all the evidence before them 
before deciding that the hunting had not come to an end, for it seems 
at least doubtful whether it had not. Of course, the fact that a 
carted stag took refuge is not conclusive as to the hunt having ended. 
But here the animal had to be dragged along the road, and even if, 
as seems probable, much of the evidence as to what took place was 
exaggerated, yet here is a substantial question to be answered : whether 
the hunt had continued all the time? The justices should have con- 
sidered how the acts done just before the hind died could be hunting 
at all. If the justices again find as a fact that the hunt was not 
at an end there will be an end of the matter; but they ought not 
to do so without first hearing evidence in answer to the facts proved. 
The case must therefore go back, but there will be no direction to 
convict. 

CHANNELL, J.-—For my part I cannot see any evidence upon which 
the justices could have convicted under this Act, which expressly 
excludes hunting. All that was done was done to make the animal run, 
and even if useless, foolish, or cruel, was still for the purpose of 
hunting. The statute expressly excluded this kind of thing, for it 
is well known that it is a matter upon which public opinion is divided. 

CoLerince, J.—In my opinion an offence under section 2 of the Act 
has been clearly proved. Hunting involves pursuit, and when an 
animal has taken refuge to say that cruelty may be practised on it 
without liability is to misconceive the meaning of section 4 altogether. 
Unless the evidence could be disproved, the hunt was over. Case sent 
back for re-hearing.—CounsgL, Avory, K.C., and Stuart Bevan; Mar- 
shall Hall, K.C., and Bernard. Soxicrrors, Sydney G. Polhill; 
Mackreth & Ward, for Ernest Winter, Cambridge. 

[Reported by Grratp Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KISH ». TAYLOR, Walton, J. 20th and 27th May. 
Suip—Bitt or Lapinc—CHARTER-PARTY—DeEAD FREIGHT—LIEN FOR— 
DEVIATION. 

Alien for dead freight may include a claim for unliquidated damages. 
Where a vessel’ commences a voyage in an unseaworthy condition, and 
has to deviate for the purpose of repairs, if she finishes the voyage satis- 
factorily, the consignees cannot set up a defence that the voyage was not 
a voyage under the charter-party in consequence of unseaworthiness. 


McLean v. Fleming (L. 2. 2 H. L. Sc. 128) followed. 


The plaintiffs, who were the owners of the s.s. Wearside, claimed as 
against the defendants, who were holders of the bills of lading, a 
declaration that they were entitled to a lien for dead freight upon the 
cargo carried under the bills of lading and a charter-party dated the 
18th of December, 1907. The charter-party, which was in the ‘* Pitch 
Pine ’’ form, provided for a full and complete cargo of timber to be 
supplied by the charterers at a rate of freight of £4 2s. 6d. per St. 
Petersburgh standard of 165 cubic feet. The charter-party contained 
the usual exceptions, and gave the steamer liberty to deviate for the 
purpose of saving life and property and conferred a lien upon the 
master or owner for all freight, dead freight, and demurrage. The 
bill of lading contained a clause incorporating all the terms, conditions 
and exceptions in the charter-party. The charterers did not load 
cargo themselves, but procured it, and when a portion had been placed 
on board they gave notice to the plaintiffs that they were unable to 
complete. The plaintiffs minimised the damages by shipping other 
cargo at a lower rate of freight, and claimed the difference between 
that and the charter rate. A portion of the cargo was stowed on deck 
to the height of 16 feet, which the defendants alleged made the vessel 
unseaworthy. During the course of the voyage the Wearside got into 
difficulties, in consequence of the deck load, and subsequently had to 
put in at Halifax to repair. It was contended on behalf of the 
plaintiffs that they were entitled to exercise a lien on the cargo for the 
amount of dead freight. It was submitted on behalf of the defendants 
that they were not entitled to do so, as the amount of the freight was 
unliquidated, and, further, that as the vessel was unseaworthy when 
she started on her voyage, the fact of the vessel putting into Halifax 
was a deviation which disentitled the plaintiffs to reply on the terms of 
the bill of lading and charter-party. Cur. adv. vult. 

Watton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he had come to the 
conclusion that the vessel was unseaworthy, in consequence of the 
excessive deck load, which rendered it necessary for her to put into 
Halifax, but that the master was bound to put in there to make the 
ship fit for her voyage. The defendants had contended that that was a 
deviation which was a departure from the voyage, and that consequently 
they were not bound by the terms of the bill of lading, nor would they 
be subject to any lien for dead freight. He thought the effect of 
unseaworthiness upon a contract of carriage was reasonably well settled. 
If a vessel commenced her voyage in an unseaworthy condition in certain 
respects, and finished her voyage satisfactorily, the consignees could not 
set up that the voyage was not a voyage under the charter-party, because 
the vessel was unseaworthy when the voyage commenced, although he 
had come to the conclusion that neither they nor the owners of 





the cargo could be charged any part of tlie expenses incurred in Cort 
nection with putting into the port of refuge, because these expenses 
were occasioned by the unseaworthiness of the vessel. It was then said 
that the claim was for unliquidated damages, and that was true, as 
there was no fixed sum per ton or standard. It was contended that a 
lien for dead freight could not include a claim for unliquidated damages, 
and the authority relied upon for that proposition was the well-known 
case tried in the Court of Exchequer Chamber of Gray v. Carr (L. R. 
6 Q. B. 522). If he was bound by the judgment in that case the 
defendants would be entitled to succeed ; but the same question arose in 
McLean vy. Fleming (L. R. 2 H. L. Se. 128). If the latter case 
stood alone he would be bound to hold that dead freight included a 
loss such as that which the plaintiffs in the present case had suffered. 
After careful consideration of the judgments in Gray v. Carr, he had 
come to the conclusion that, owing to the fact that McLean v. Fleming 
had not been fully reported, and the only available material was a note 
of the judgments, the judges thought that the claim which was made 
in McLean v. Fleming was really a claim for liquidated damages, 
although it did not so appear from the bill of lading or charter-party ; 
that as soon as it was known what the ship could carry, then the 
damages became fixed just as if the charter-party had provided for so 
much per ton. In any case, if there was a conflict between the two 
cases, he thought he was bound by the decision in McLean v. Fleming. 
The result was that there would be judgment for the plaintiffs for an 
amount to be ascertained.—CounseL, ailhache, K.C., and Adair 
Roche; Atkin, K.C., and Holman Gregory. Soricrrors, Botterell & 
Roche; Winder, Capron, & Co. ges 
[Reported by LEONARD C, THoMAS, Barrist2r-at-Law.) 


SAQUI & LAWRENCE +. STEARNS. Walton, J. 26th and 27th May. 


INsURANCE—BurctarRy Poricy—Excerrion—Tuerr By SERVANT OF 
AssURED—LIABILITY Or UNDERWRITERS. 

A policy of insurance protected the assured in respect of loss by 
thejt except when the theft was committed by members of the assured’s 
business staff. A theft was committed by a gang of thieves, who 
gained access to the premises through the medium of a porter in the 
employment of the assured, who subsequently left the premises and 
took no further active part in the proceedings. In an action brought 
by the assured against the underwriters, ; 

Held, that they were not liable, as on the true construction of the 
policy the porter was in the same position as if he were the sole thief. 

The plaintiffs, who were a firm of jewellers, took out a policy with 
the defendant and other underwriters at Lloyds in Lloyds’ ordinary 
burglary policy form, which stated that the plaintiffs ‘have paid 
£2035 12s. 6d. premium as consideration to us, who have hereunto 
subscribed our names to assure them from loss and from damage by 
theft or robbery, with or without violence, or burglary, of the 
property herein specified, or any part thereof, from the premises herein 
mentioned. . .'' The policy also contained the following proviso : 
“Provided always that there shall be no claim on this policy when 
the whole loss by theft or robbery on any one occasion does not amount 
to £5, or for loss by theft, robbery, or misappropriation by members 
of the assured’s household, business staff, or other inmates of the 
assured premises.’” On the 8th of January, 1910, a considerable 
quantity of jewellery was stolen from the plaintiffs’ premises by a 
gang of thieves who gained admittance thereto through the agency 
of a porter named Hazel in the employment of the plaintiffs, who, 
after admitting a member of the gang, left the premises, and, beyond 
subsequently receiving a share of the plunder, took no further part 
in the proceedings. This was the trial of a preliminary point to decide 
whether the defendant and other underwriters were liable upon the 
policy. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the actual 
theft was committed by men who were not employees, and therefore 
the claim was within the policy. It was stibmitted on behalf of the 
defendants that the assured were protected only in the case of theft 
committed solely by strangers, whereas the theft in question was 
occasioned by an employee as well as strangers. Cur. adv. vult. 

Watton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he had to consider 
first what Hazel’s true position was. There could be no doubt that 
he was an accessory before the fact, as defined in Stephen’s Digest 
of the Criminal Law, art. 40. It was said that he was also a principal 
in the second degree within art. 38 of Mr. Justice Stephen’s book, 
The definition there of a principal in the second degree shewed that 
although absent, a man might yet be constructively present. He 
had come to the conclusion that Hazel was not a “principal in the 
second degree, but an accessory before the fact, and that raised the 
question, was he a thief? The distinction between a principal in the 
second degree and an accessory before the fact was always artificial 
but he thought it had been swept away by the 24 & 25 Vict. c. 94° 
The effect of that Act was that an accessory could be indicted and 
punished exactly as if he were the thief. The result was he thought 
it made no difference whether Hazel was a principal in the second 
degree or an accessory before the fact, and therefore the theft was 
a theft on the part of Hazel. The plaintiffs had contended that even 
if it were a theft by Hazel, it was a theft by him and others 
therefore was not merely a theft by a member of the assured’s 
business staff. Having regard to the terms of the policy, he theushs 
that Hazel must be considered as if he were the sole thief He felt 
that to decide otherwise would be giving a sense to the policy whict 
it was not intended to bear, and to deprive the underwriters of 
protection which they were plainly entitled to have. It appeared Po 
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widow and trustees, for all the children of such a marriage; but if the 
son married without first obtaining such consent, or married with such 
consent and had no children, then in trust for certain persons therein 
mentioned. The son married in the lifetime of the testator, with his 
consent, and shortly afterwards the testator made a codicil, in which, 
after making one or two alteration not affecting the present case, he 
confirmed his will. There were no children of the marriage. 

Held, that the condition as to marriage with the specified yonsent 
had heen ful fille d by reason of the marriage with the testator’s con 
sent, and that the condition as to failure of issue had also been fulfilled, 
and that consequently the gift over took effect. 

John Park, by his will, made in 1863, gave cert iin real estate and 
the residue of his personal property to trustees, upon trust to pay the 
income thereof to his son, Cornelius Park, for life, and after his death 
upon trust for the children of his said son, if he should marry with the 
consent in writing of the testator’s widow; but if he should marry 
without such consent, or if he should marry with such con- 
sent, and have no _ children who should live to attain’ the 
age of twenty-one years, the trustees should stand possessed of the 
property upon trust for the persons therein named. 
testator. Subsequently to this marriage, and during the son’s wife’s 
lifetime, the testator made codicil in which, after making certain 
alterations in his will which are unimportant for the purpose of this 
case, he confirmed his will as altered. 
testator in 1887, and the son in 1909, without having had issue of the 
marriage and without having married again. The question to be decided 
on this summons was whether, in the events which had happened, the 
gift over, contained in the will, had taken effect 

Parker, J., said : 
marriage, where a testator was providing for his child, the presumption 
was that the testator intended to introduce provisions which would 
secure for the child a marriage of which he himself would approve if 
he were alive at the date of the marriage. Proceeding on this footing, 


the courts had held that where there was a condition of this sort and | 


the marriage had taken place during the parent’s lifetime i is | 4 “pele : 
S I f rye lifetime, with his | and beating went on for from ten minutes to a quarter of am hour, and 


consent, it was for all purposes a fulfilment of the condition. Parnell 
v. Lyon (1 V. & B. 479), Wheeler v. Warner (1S. & St. 304), and Clarke 
v. Berkeley (2 Vern. 720). If this was the principle, any child born of 
the marriage of which the testator had approved would have been 
clearly entitled to the provisions made for him by the will. 
having been no children of the marriage, there was the further question 
whether the condition had fulfilled for the purposes of the gift 
over, the gift over being alternatively in the event of the son marry- 
ing without consent, or in the event of his marrying with consent and 
having no child who should attain the age of twenty-one years. 
condition had in effect been fulfilled for the purposes of the gift over, 
by reason of the marriage during the lifetime of the testator, and the 
persons entitled in default of children came in under the terms of the 
will on the principle laid down in the cases cited. 
from the cases that a marriage in the lifetime of the testator 
marriage to which the condition referred. The son did marry, and had 
no children. Either he married with or without the consent, and, in the 
events that had happened, it made no difference one way or the other. 
the property went over. This was a shorter, but having regard to the 
cases cited, not such a logical way of putting it. It had been suggested 
that, as the codicil confirming the will had been made after the mar- 


been 


was a 


riage, the will ought to be regarded as having been made at the*date | 


of the codicil, and that therefore the condition could only refer to a 
subsequent marriage, and that, inasmuch as the son did not marrv 
again, there was an intestacy. It was clear, from a case decided bv 
Romer, J., that for many purposes the republication of a will might 
affect the property to which a gift in a will applied, but there was no 
authority for saying that, for all purposes, a will must 
having been made at the date of the codicil. His lordship held that, 
if there had been children of the son’s marriage, those children would 
have been entitled, by virtue of the will, to the provisions therein made 
for them, notwithstanding the fact that the son had married in the 


testator’s lifetime, and he ought not, because of the codicil, to cut out 
those children, and similarly, in the events which had happened, he 


ought not to cut out the persons entitled in 
Counset, Martelli, K.C., and J. S 

Reid; Buckmaster, K.C., and C. H. 
K.C., and W. H. Draper; W. BR. 


default of children. 
K.C., and D. D 
Sargant; A. B. Marten: Grant, 
Sheldon. Sortcrrors, h. G. & J. W. 
Chester; Sherrard Sons; Woodroffe d lshhby; Travers-Smith 
Braithwaite, & Co.: W. P. Davies. , 
{Reported by F, 
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3RIGGS, Barrister-at-Law.] 
. . 7 
High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
RODGERS ». PICKERSGILL. Div. Court. 24th May. 
—- 3h hasan TO ANIMALS—HuntTiInc—Witp ANIMAL 1N 
APTIVITY—WILD ANIMALS IN Captivity Protection Act, 1910 (63 & 
64 Vict. c. 33), ss. 2, 4. 
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Held, that the question as to whether at the time when the alleged 
acts of cruelty were committed the animal in question was being hunted 
so as to entitle the respondent to the exemption provided by section 4 
of 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, ie., ‘ This Act shall not apply to 
the hunting or coursing of any animal . . . .” was a question of fact 
for the justices to decide, and that in order to come to a decision upon 
the point they should have had the case for the respondent before them 
as well as that of the appellant. 

Special case stated by the Cambridgeshire justices : ‘‘ (1) At the court 
of summary jurisdiction sitting at the Shire Hall, Cambridge, on the 
27th of November, 1909, an information was preferred by C. W. 
Rodgers, an assistant superintendent in the employ of the Society 
for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, called the appellant, under 
the statute 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, s. 2, against Joseph Pickersgill, 
called the respondent, that he, on the 21st of October, 1909, at Great 
Shelford, in the said county, while a certain wild animal—to wit, a 
hind—was in captivity, did permit the same to be cruelly abused, 
contrary to the said statute, which information was heard on the 
27th of November, 1909, when we, the said court of summary 





jurisdiction, dismissed the same. (2) At the hearing of the said infor 
mation evidence was given to the following effect by witnesses called 
in support of the appellant :—That the respondent was an under- 
graduate of the Univeristy of Cambridge, and was also master of the 
Cambridge University Drag Hounds, and in connection with the drag 
hounds a number of hinds were kept and hunted with the hounds; and 
on the 21st of October, 1909, a hind which was not in a mutilated o1 
injured state had been released, and was being hunted in the neighbour- 
hood of Great Shelford, when it jumped over the gateway leading to 


| a cottage near the railway line, and took refuge in the yard surround. 


ing the cottage, and backed into a small lean-to shed. The hounds 
and followers came after it. The hounds were taken off, and various 
persons, of whom some were attached to the hunt and others following 
the same or bystanders, were seen to poke the animal with a pole and 


| «a broom in its side and flanks, and also whip it with the lashes of 


hunting crops over the head for the purpose of getting it out of the 
shed, but the said crops were not used viciously. The poking, prodding, 


ultimately the hind came out of the shed and then out of the yard 
into the road, where the hounds were again set on to it. It then 
turned round, jumped the yard fence, and went back into its forme: 
position. It was again prodded and poked with the pole and the broom 
and lashed with a whip in the same manner for several minutes, and 
it again came out of the yard through the gateway into the road, and 
went up the road a short way. It then went into a garden adjoining 
the road, and the hounds were put into the garden to drive it out. It 
came out of the garden again into and along the road, and tried to 
get through a hedge by the side of the road. There was some barbed 
wire, and it charged against the barbed wire twice, trying to break 
through. It then turned down the road again towards the cottage, 
and jumped the fence into the yard where it had already twice been 
Two men were seen to get hold of the neck of the hind, which had 
turned and was fighting with its forelegs, and put a whip thong round 
it and pull it along by the neck, and another man pulled its tail, 
endeavouring to get it out of the yard. They dragged it a short 
distance, when it fell down in the yard exhausted. It was lifted up 
and dragged through the gateway on to the road, where it again fell 
down exhausted. It lay there for a short time, when it was again 
lifted up and dragged along the road in the same way as before fot 
about fifteen or sixteen yards, when it fell down again and died. 
The hind had a wound in its chest, which was bleeding, caused by the 
barbed ire against which it had charged; it was bleeding at the 
hocks, and was exhausted. One witness deposed that the respondent 
was present the whole of the time, and subsequently when seen by a 
witness said that he was present all the time, and was responsible 
for all that took place; but there was no cruelty as far as he could 
see, and that he gave orders for the hind to be got out of the yard with 
a view to hunting it again, because it was not blown, but was only 
sulking, as it had done before. . . . (3) At the close of the 
evidence for the prosecution it was submitted on behalf of the respon- 
dent that he had no case to answer, because all the acts that had been 
deposed to took place while the animal was being hunted, and by 
section 4 of the said Act 63 & 64 Vict. c. 33, the said Act does no 
apply to anything done in the hunting of an animal. (4) On behalf of 
the appellant it was submitted that the animal was not being hunted 
at the time it was in the yard of the cottage. (5) We wer 
of opinion that on the above evidence the acts deposed to were ac’s 
done at a time when the hunt was not at an end and in the hunting 
of the said animal . . and that therefore there was no 
to answer on the evidence of the prosecution, and we therefore dis- 
missed the information.’’ On behalf of the appellant it*was contended 
that the question was whether the justices were right in dismissing 
the case at that stage. The animal being in the shed, was in captivity, 
and therefore there was a very arguable question as to whether the hunt 
had ceased or not. There must be a point in the conduct of a hunt a‘ 
which acts of this kind must cease to be hunting. The justices had 
gone wrong in thinking that once a hunt had been started everything 
that the hunters might do was done in the course of hunting. It 
was argued for the respondent that even if the animal was in captivity 
at the time, the hunt was not over, so that the exception under section 4 
of the Act applied. Moreover, there was no evidence that the respon- 
dent knew that the hind had been injured by barbed wire. The 
statute being criminal must be construed in favour of th« respondent 
Lord Auverstone, C.J.—The case is one of great difficul y owing to 
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the way in which the statute is framed. Under section 2 it is an 
offence to cause unnecessary suffering to an animal in captivity or 
dose confinement, but section 4 says that the Act shall not apply to 
the hunting or coursing of any animal which has not been liberated 
in a mutilated or injured state in order to facilitate its capture or 
destruction. One difficulty is that section 4 has taken hunting clean out of 
the Act altogether. If the justices, on hearing the whole of the 
facts, had found as a fact that what was done had been done in the 
course of hunting, I do not see how the court could interfere. I 
think that the justices should have had all the evidence before them 
before deciding that the hunting had not come to an end, for it seems 
at least doubtful whether it had not. Of course, the fact that a 
carted stag took refuge is not conclusive as to the hunt having ended. 
But here the animal had to be dragged along the road, and even if, 
as seems probable, much of the evidence as to what took place was 
exaggerated, yet here is a substantial question to be answered : whether 
the hunt had continued all the time? The justices should have con- 
sidered how the acts done just before the hind died could be hunting 
at all. If the justices again find as a fact that the hunt was not 
at an end there will be an end of the matter; but they ought not 
to do so without first hearing evidence in answer to the facts proved. 
The case must therefore go back, but there will be no direction to 
convict. 

CHANNELL, J.-—For my part I cannot see any evidence upon which 
the justices could have convicted under this Act, which expressly 
excludes hunting. All that was done was done to make the animal run, 
and even if useless, foolish, or cruel, was still for the purpose of 
hunting. The statute expressly excluded this kind of thing, for it 
is well known that it is a matter upon which public opinion is divided. 

CoteripGe, J.—In my opinion an offence under section 2 of the Act 
has been clearly proved. Hunting involves pursuit, and when an 
animal has taken refuge to say that cruelty may be practised on it 
without liability is to misconceive the meaning of section 4 altogether. 
Unless the evidence could be disproved, the hunt was over. Case sent 
back for re-hearing.—CounseL, Avory, K.C., and Stuart Bevan; Mar- 
shall Hall, K.C., and Bernard. Soticrrors, Sydney G. Polhill; 
Mackreth & Ward, for Ernest Winter, Cambridge. 

[Reported by Geratp Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KISH ». TAYLOR. Walton, J. 20th and 27th May. 
Suup—Bitt or Lapinc—CuartTeR-PARTY—DerAD FReIGHT—LIEN FOR— 
DEVIATION. 

Alien for dead freight may include a claim for unliquidated damages. 
Where a vessel’ commences a voyage in an unseaworthy condition, and 
has to deviate for the purpose of repairs, if she finishes the voyage satis- 
factorily, the consignees cannot set up a defence that the voyage was not 
a voyage under the charter-party in consequence of unseaworthiness. 

McLean v. Fleming (LZ. 2. 2 H. L. Sc. 128) followed. 

The plaintiffs, who were the owners of the s.s. Wearside, claimed as 
against the defendants, who were holders of the bills of lading, a 
declaration that they were entitled to a lien for dead freight upon the 
cargo carried under the bills of lading and a charter-party dated the 
18th of December, 1907. The charter-party, which was in the “ Pitch 
Pine ’’ form, provided for a full and complete cargo of timber to be 
supplied by the charterers at a rate of freight of £4 2s. 6d. per St. 
Petersburgh standard of 165 cubic feet. The charter-party contained 
the usual exceptions, and gave the steamer liberty to deviate for the 
purpose of saving life and property and conferred a lien upon the 
master or owner for all freight, dead freight, and demurrage. The 
bill of lading contained a clause incorporating all the terms, conditions 
and exceptions in the charter-party. The charterers did not load 
cargo themselves, but procured it, and when a portion had been placed 
on board they gave notice to the plaintiffs that they were unable to 
complete. The plaintiffs minimised the damages by shipping other 
cargo at a lower rate of freight, and claimed the difference between 
that and the charter rate. A portion of the cargo was stowed on deck 
to the height of 16 feet, which the defendants alleged made the vessel 
unseaworthy. During the course of the voyage the Wearside got into 
difficulties, in consequence of the deck load, and subsequently had to 
put in at Halifax to repair. It was contended on behalf of the 
plaintiffs that they were entitled to exercise a lien on the cargo for the 
amount of dead freight. It was submitted on behalf of the defendants 
that they were not entitled to do so, as the amount of the freight was 
unliquidated, and, further, that as the vessel was unseaworthy when 
she started on her voyage, the fact of the vessel putting into Halifax 
was a deviation which disentitled the plaintiffs to reply on the terms of 
the bill of lading and charter-party. Cur. adv. vult. 

Watton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he had come to the 
conclusion that the vessel was unseaworthy, in consequence of the 
excessive deck load, which rendered it necessary for her to put into 
Halifax, but that the master was bound to put in there to make the 
ship fit for her voyage. The defendants had contended that that was a 
deviation which was a departure from the voyage, and that consequently 
they were not bound by the terms of the bill of lading, nor would they 
be subject to any lien for dead freight. He thought the effect of 
unseaworthiness upon a contract of carriage was reasonably well settled. 
If a vessel commenced her voyage in an unseaworthy condition in certain 
respects, and finished her voyage satisfactorily, the consignees could not 
set up that the voyage was not a voyage under the charter-party, because 
the vessel was unseaworthy when the voyage commenced, although he 
had come to the conclusion that neither they nor the owners of 





the cargo could be charged any part of tlie expenses incurred in cor- 
nection with putting into the port of refuge, because these expenses 
were occasioned by the unseaworthiness of the vessel. It was then said 
that the claim was for unliquidated damages, and that was true, as 
there was no fixed sum per ton or standard. It was contended that a 
lien for dead freight could not include a claim for unliquidated damages, 
and the authority relied upon for that proposition was the well-known 
case tried in the Court of Exchequer Chamber of Gray v. Carr (L. R. 
6 Q. B. 522). If he was bound by the judgment in that case the 
defendants would be entitled to succeed ; but the same question arose in 
McLean v. Fleming (L. R. 2 H. L. Se. 128). If the latter case 
stood alone he would be bound to hold that dead freight included a 
loss such as that which the plaintiffs in the present case had suffered. 
After careful consideration of the judgments in Gray v. Carr, he had 
come to the conclusion that, owing to the fact that McLean v. Fleming 
had not been fully reported, and the only available material was a note 
of the judgments, the judges thought that the claim which was made 
in McLean v. Fleming was realiy a claim for liquidated damages, 
although it did not so appear from the bill of lading or charter-party ; 
that as soon as it was known what the ship could carry, then the 
damages became fixed just as if the charter-party had provided for so 
much per ton. In any case, if there was a conflict between the two 
cases, he thought he was bound by the decision in McLean v. Fleming. 
The result was that there would be judgment for the plaintiffs for an 
amount to be ascertained.—CounskEL, Pailhache, K.C., and Adair 
Roche; Atkin, K.C., and Holman Gregory. Soricrrors, Botterell & 
Roche; Winder, Capron, & Co. 
[Reported by LEONARD C, THoMAS, Barrist2r-at-Law.] 


SAQUI & LAWRENCE v. STEARNS. Walton, J. 26th and 27th May. 
INsuURANCE—BurcGiary Poticy—Exceprion—TuHert By SERVANT OF 
AssURED—LIABILITY OF UNDERWRITERS. 

A policy of insurance protected the assured in respect of loss by 
theft except when the theft was committed by members of the assured’s 
business staff. A theft was committed by a gang of thieves, who 
gained access to the premises through the medium of a porter in the 
employment of the assured, who subsequently left the premises and 
took no further active part in the proceedings. In an action brought 

by the assured against the underwriters, ; 

Held, that they were not liable, as on the true construction of the 
policy the porter was in the same position as if he were the sole thief. 

The plaintiffs, who were a firm of jewellers, took out a policy with 
the defendant and other underwriters at Lloyds in Lloyds’ ordinary 
burglary policy form, which stated that the plaintiffs ‘‘have paid 
£205 12s. 6d. premium as consideration to us, who have hereunto 
subscribed our names to assure them from loss and from damage by 
theft or robbery, with or without violence, or burglary, of the 
property herein specified, or any part thereof, from the premises herein 
mentioned. ” The policy also contained the following proviso : 
‘** Provided always that there shall be no claim on this policy when 
the whole loss by theft or robbery on any one occasion does not amount 
to £5, or for loss by theft, robbery, or misappropriation by members 
of the assured’s household, business staff, or other inmates of the 
assured premises.’’ On the 8th of January, 1910, a considerable 
quantity of jewellery was stolen from the plaintiffs’ premises by a 
gang of thieves who gained admittance thereto through the agency 
of a porter named Hazel in the, employment of the plaintiffs, who, 
after admitting a member of the gang, left the premises, and, beyond 
subsequently receiving a share of the plunder, took no further part 
in the proceedings. This was the trial of a preliminary point to decide 
whether the defendant and other underwriters were liable upon the 
policy. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that the actual 
theft was committed by men who were not employees, and therefore 
the claim was within the policy. It was submitted on behalf of the 
defendants that the assured were protected only in the case of theft 
committed solely by strangers, whereas the theft in question was 
occasioned by an employee as well as strangers. Cur. adv. vult. 

Watton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he had to consider 
first what Hazel’s true position was. There could be no doubt that 
he was an accessory before the fact, as defined in Stephen’s Digest 
of the Criminal Law, art. 40. It was said that he was also a principal 
in the second degree within art. 38 of Mr. Justice Stephen’s book. 
The definition there of a principal in the second degree shewed that 
although absent, a man might yet be constructively present. He 
had come to the conclusion that Hazel was not a “principal in the 
second degree, but an accessory before the fact, and that raised the 
question, was he a thief? The distinction between a principal in the 
second degree and an accessory before the fact was always artificial 
but he thought it had been swept away by the 24 & 25 Vict. c. 94° 
The effect of that Act was that an accessory could be indicted and 
punished exactly as if he were the thief. The result was he thought 
it made no difference whether Hazel was a principal in the second 
degree or an accessory before the fact, and therefore the theft was 
a theft on the part of Hazel. The plaintiffs had contended that even 
if it were a theft by Hazel, it was a theft by him and others 
therefore was not merely a theft by a member of the me 
business staff. Having regard to the terms of the policy, he 
that Hazel must be considered as if he were the sole thief . He felt 
that to decide otherwise would be giving a sense to the polic y whl l 
it was not intended to bear, and to deprive the underwriters of 
protection which they were plainly entitled to have. It appeared to 
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him that if the theft was committed by a member of 
though assisted by others, it came within the provi 
would be judgment for the defendants, with costs.—C« 
K.C., and Evans Austin; Arthur Cohen, K.C., and 
Soxicirors, Mellor & Co.; G. F. Hudson Matthews d 
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“~~ In the report of the case of Pe The Pussell Hunting Record Co. 


Limited ante, p. 539), the names of counsel and s 
I 


have been given as follows :—The Hon. Frank Russe 


Mr. H. E. Wright were instructed by Messrs. Burn 
behalf of the liquidator ; Mr. Gore Browne, K.C., a1 
Hart, instructed by Messrs. Goldberg, Barrett & New 


of one of the respondents; Mr. Lavington, by Messrs. Strong 


master; Mr. Sims, by Messrs. Bellord, Coveney & Co.; a 
Davis, by Mr. James Dowling 


Societies. 


The Law Society. 
NOTICE. 
The annual general meeting of the memb« 
held in the hall of the society on Friday, the 8th July ne 


The following are the names of the members of the 


by rotation :—Mr, Ellett, Sir E. H. Fraser, Mr. Hills, 


Mr. Manisty, Mr. Pennington, Mr. Samson, Mr. Sharpe 


and Mr. Walters. 

So far as is known, with the exception of Mr. Mar 
be nominated for re-election 

There are five other vacancies caused by the deaths « 
Mr. Blyth, Mr. Dawes, Sir John Hollams and Mr. Ma 


By order, 


S. P. B. BuckniLt, Secre 


Law Society’s Hall, 2nd June, 1910. 
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ner, who was a native of Northampton, is admitted in 1870, and 


at his death was in practice there with Mr. Bertram F 
under the firm of Dennis & Faulkners. He was Distri 


the High Court and Registrar of the Northampton Cou 


Legal News. 


Appointment. 


Mr. Jounn Wrerorp Bupp, solicitor, of 24, Austin I 
has been appointed a Representative of the Law Society 
of Law Reporting, in the place of the late Sir John Hollams 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


FREDERICK WALTON ATKINSON and Joun Henry Dre 
(Atkinson & Dresser), 2, Finsbury-square, London. M 
James Beaumont, Tuomas Lister Crort, Joun Bet 
MONT, and CHARLES Henry Marcu, solicitors (Beaun 
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Leeds. May 1. So far as the said Charles Henry March is concerned. 


Waptes CANWARDEN and ArtHuR WRINCH, solicitors 
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irden & 


Wrinch), 37 and 39, Essex-street, Strand, and 48, Kensington-gardens 


square, London. April 4. [Gaze 
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Howarp, solicitors (Coleman, Betts, & Howard), 22, 
Strand, London. March 31. Mr. Edward Coleman w 
practise at 22, Surrey-street aforesaid, under the style 
Coleman; Mr. Sydney Edgar Howard will continue to 


Surrey-street aforesaid; and Mr. Alfred Bishop Betts 
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y 27. 
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with Mr. Edgcombe Stevens, under the style of Betts, Stevens, 


at 32, Old Jewry. 

Montacu Sr. Joun Mavte and ArtHuR GEorGE SH 
solicitors (Maule & Robertson), Bath. April 50. The 
son, by the said Arthur George Shaw Robertson. 
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Wood, who retires from the said firm; the “id Wil am Perc; 
will continue to carry on the said business at the said address 


own name. [Giazette, May 
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General. 

Mr. Justice Lawrance, who has been suffering from a chill 
to be recovering, and it is expected that he will be able to 1 
duties at the Law Courts next week. 

Rent insurance is, says the American Case and Comment 
paratively recent development of underwriting, and cases deali 
its peculiar problems are few. A novel question in this de} 
of the law is discussed in the California case of Whitney stat 
v. Northern Assurance Co, (101 Pac. 911, 23 L. R. A. N.S 
which holds that the gross rentals, and not the amount less 
of janitor and other service, are covered by a policy providing 
the insurer shall be liable for the actual loss of rent, based on rent 
in force at the time of the fire, and further stipulating that unless t] 
assured shall carry insurance in an amount equal to the annual rer 
of the premises, he shall be held as a co-insurer in the amount 
deficiency. 

At the Bury St. Edmunds assizes on Wednesday, says the 7 
the judge, Sir Walter Phillimore, received in court a deputation from 
the Town Council, headed by the Mayor, Mr. A. Mitchell, who pr 
sented a petition praying his Lords ship to use his utmost endeavours 
to prevent any alterations being made in the existing system of judges 


| circuits whereby both criminal and civil business would be taken away 


from many of the county towns and transferred to centres, each serving 
a group of counties. The Grand Jury also made a presentmen 
similar lines, the foreman, Sir Walter Greene, expressing tl 

that such a change was not by an means desired in the interest 
justice. The judge expressed his willingness to forward the petit 

to the proper quarter. 

Dr. J. Danford Thomas held an inquest, says the Hvening Standard, 
on Tuesday, at St. Pancras, on the body of Mr. John Tibbitts 
forty-six years, a solicitor, lately living in Gordon-street, Gordo 
square, W.C. A brother, also a solicitor, stated that Mr. Tibbi 
had been in practice in the City, and of late had been in negotiati 
for the purchase of an old-standing family business at Lincoln’s-inn 
fields. These negotiations were satisfactorily completed on Friday 
and there was no doubt that such business would have been ver 
successful. Mr. Tibbitts, however, formed the opinion that he 
be unable to cope with such a large business, and wrote a letter o 
Friday saying he wished to be released from the undertaking. Foi 
the last three weeks he had been worrying, and unable to 
and it was arranged that he should go to Eastbourne for 


| On Saturday morning, on a waiter going to call him, he 


hanging dead from behind the bedroom door. The 
verdict of ‘* Suicide whilst of unsound mind.”’ 


Lord Halsbury, in his speech at the annual dinner of the U: 
Society of London, made, says a write in the oar some interesting 
remarks on the duty of the advocate. ‘‘ He ought,’’ he said, ‘to do 
for his client that which he believes to be ey and be indifferent 
whether he is applauded or denounced by the Press.’’ This is a 
sentiment that is cordially approved by the bar, but some surprise has 
been occasioned by Lord Halsbury’s statement that Lord Broug! 
rather than Sir Alexander Cockburn, in the famous speeches they n 
at the Berryer banquet in 1864, expressed the correct view concer! 
ing the duty of the advocate. Lord Brougham declared, it will 
remembered, that the first great quality of an advocate was 
reckon everything subordinate to the interests of his client. 
Alexander Cockburn, on the other hand, while agreeing that 
advocate should be fearless in carrying out the interests of his 
said ; ‘‘ The arms which he wields are to be the arms of the w: 
and not of the assassin. . . . It is his duty, to the utmost « 
power, to seek to reconcile the interests he is bound to maintain 
the eternal and immutable interests of truth and justice. 


At the Dorchester Assizes on Tuesday, says the J'imes, Mi 
Goddard asked leave to mention the Nasi Prius action of Ch 
v. Barrett & Co., an action for breach of warranty in respect 
French motor-cai supplied to the plaintiff by the defendants 
main issue, Mr. Goddard said, was whether the car supplied to 
plaintiff was a new one or not. His clients had at considerable expe! 
brought over from Paris as a witness the French manufacturer of t 
car. As the action was down for Monday, May 30, the French mat 
facturer arranged to return to Paris at the close of the day. 
Frenchman was the most important witness in the case he asked 
his evidence might be taken at once. There were, as his lordshij 
knew, no means of detaining a Frenchman in England against 
will. Mr. Justice Ridley: This is an example of the difficulties 
the one-judge system. Had there been two judges on circuit this 
would have been tried yesterday, as arranged. What am I to do? 
I to leave the criminal cases which I am now trying and go 
another court and take this witness’s evidence through an inte rpreter? 
An affidavit might have been prepared. Mr. C. S. Garland, who was 
for the plaintiff, said that if the French manufacturer was so essen- 
a witness it was highly important that the jury should see him 
Goddard : That is the reason why I brought him here instead of 
having him examined on commission in France. Mr. Garland then 
suggested that the case should be adjourned to Bristol, which would 
give & Frenchman time to return to Paris, do his business, and 


come back again. Mr. Goddard: Oh, no. It would probably be 
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“FIDELITY GUARANTEE BONDS High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division 


can be obtained on liberal terms from the TRINITY SITTINGS, 1910. 


LAW UNION AND ROCK 
INSURANCE COMPANY, LIMITED 


126, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C,, 


where proposal forms and all information my be obtained. 








| J. | 
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ILTON, Scruttox, 


rittings 
rruceeding 


The Company's Bonds are accepted by the High 
Court of Justice, all Government Departments, etc. 


J 
Lancashire 


Lorp 
J. 
N E. 
Circuit 


J. |A. T. Law- Pickrorp,J.|CoLerrper,| Ham 
Divisional 
Court 





FUNDS IN ALL DEPARTMENTS, £9,000,000. 
CLaims Paipn—Att DEPARTMENTS, £25,000,000. 


At Dorchester on Saturday, says the 7'imes, Mr. Justice Ridley, 
referring to the new form of oath taken by the grand jury, said he 
was a supporter of the new Act so far as it related to witnesses who 
were sworn to give evidence to the court as to facts, because he thought 
that compelling the witness actually to utter the words of the oath 
himself, thereby undertaking a solemn obligation, was preferable to 
the form in which he accepted words by somebody else, and signified 
his assent merely by kissing the Book. But he could not see that 
there was the slightest advantage to be gained from swearing the grand 
jury in the new fashion. There was no obligation compelling them 
to be so sworn, and it was entirely open to them, if they wished it, 
to be sworn in the old way. 
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Under German law, says Dr. Schuster, writing in the Journal of the 
Society of Comparative Legislation on ‘‘The German Divorce Law,” 
the provincial court (Landgericht) in the district of which a husband 
is domiciled has exclusive jurisdiction in all matters relating to the 
matrimonial affairs of such husband. There are 176 provincial courts 
in Germany, and as the number of inhabitants in the German Empire, 
according to the census of 1905, amounted to about 60,000,000, this 
means that on an average the district of a Divorce Court holds about 
350,000 inhabitants. The characteristic feature of German divorce 
procedure is, that before the actual commencement of the proper 
divorce proceedings, a hearing must take place before the local court 
(Amtsgericht) in the district of which the husband is domiciled, and 
in the course of this hearing the court must attempt to reconcile the 
parties, who must be present in person, and, if the court so orders, 
without the assistance of counsel (Code of Civil Procedure, ss. 609, 
610). According to the official statistics, about one-third of the causes 
are eliminated by this procedure. The other proceedings are similar 
to those in other classes of actions, except that the rules as to 
admissions do not apply, and that every fact constituting a ground of 
divorce has to be strictly proved, though not disputed by the other 
party (Code of Criminal Procedure, s. 617). There are, however, no 
rules prohibiting arrangements between the parties as to the mode of 
conducting the proceedings, and such arrangements are, in fact, fre- 
quently made. The Public Prosecutor may join the proceedings at 
any stage (ibid. s. 607). 
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We are informed that a great objection to the typewriting of legal 
documents has been overcome by the introduction of the Yost type- 
writer with a pad carrying indelible ink, which ensures indelibility 
of writing. The Yost Typewriter Co. (Ltd.) now manufacture a 
special model (No. 16 Brief) for the use of solicitors and others in 
the legal profession. It takes paper fourteen inches wide and writes a 
line twelve inches long. The metal surface of the type in this 
machine comes into direct contact with the paper, thus ensuring unusual 
legibility and neatness. 
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Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF Reoistrars In ATTENDANCE ON 
Emercenoy Appratu Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. ovoR. Swinrew Eapy 
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Saturday ..... Bloxam Farmer Church Leach 
Mr. Justice Mr, Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
WakrrinatTon. NEVILLE. PARKER. VE. 
Mr Bloxam Mr Beal Mr Farmer Mr Church P : 
7 Theed Borrer Bloxam Synge N.B.—The above arrangements are subject to the requirements of 
Church Leach Theed Goldschmidt eee " i ‘ < ade : 
Synge Farmer Charch Greswell the Court of Criminal Appeal. The Divisional Court will, if necessary, 
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COURT OF APPEAL. 
TRINITY SITTINGS, 1910. 
The appeals or other business proposed to be taken will, from time 
to time, be announced in the Daily Cause List. 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1910. 

(Continued from p. 548). 

The Principality Educational Co ld \ apy In of defts 
for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated March 
16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, 
Glamorganshire April 8 

Franquet v Swiss Bankverein appln of deft for judgt or new trial on 
appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 6, 1910, at trial before 
Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 14 

Clifton v The New Tivoli ld appl of pltff from judgt of Justices 
Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated April 8, 
1910 April 15 

Bristol Tramways and Carriage Co ld v Fiat Motors ld appl of defts 
from judgt of Mr Justice Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, 
dated April 9, 1910 April 16 

Huntley v Josephson and ors appIn of deft, Goldstein, for judgt or 
new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 6, 1910, at 
trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a_ special jury, Middlesex 
April 19 

Flower v Southampton Gas Light and Coke Co appl of applicant (in 
forma pauperts) from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill (order 
of Divisional Court), dated April 6, 1910 April 20 

Cockerill v The Middlesbrough Co-operative Soc ld appl of pluff 
from judgt of Mr Justice Ridley, without a jury, Middlesex, dated 
April 9, 1910 April 21 

In re An Arbitration between Alfred Grech and The Seaton Shipping 
Co Id appl of Grech from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill 
(order of Divisional Court), dated April 18, 1910 April 22 

Parsons v Barclay & Co ld and Parsons v Coddard appln of deft 
Goddard for judgt or new trial on appeal from verdict and judgt, 
dated April 14, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Ridley and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 22 

Shankland v Tyser appl of pltff from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 
without a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 24, 1910 (security ordered) 
April 23 

Troup v The Sleeping Car, &e Co appln of defts for judgt or new 
trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 22, 1910, at trial 
before Mr Justice Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 25 

Scarborough and Whitby Breweries ld v Sutton & Phillips ld appln of 
defts for judgt or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated 
April 15, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice Lawrance and a special 
jury, Middlesex April 25 

Jackson v Rotax Motor and Cycle Co appl of defts from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated 
April 2, 1910 April 25 

Bennett v White appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Bucknill (order of Divisional Court), dated April 20, 1910 April 25 

Duveen v Duveen appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appeal 
from verdicc and judgt, dated April 20, 1910, at trial before M: 
Justice Ridley and a special jury, Middlesex April 26 

Bower v Ebsworth appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 23, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Grantham and a special jury, Middlesex April 27 

Cox v Calloway appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on app! from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 20, 1910, at trial before Mr Justic« 
A T Lawrence and a common jury, Middlesex April 28 


Jenkins and ors 


Mayhew v Boyes appln of pltff for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated April 16, 1910, at trial before Mr Justice 
Coleridge and a common jury, Middlesex April 28 

C J Smith & Hudson v Cruickshank appl of deft from judgt of 
Justices Darling and Bucknill (order of Divisional Court). dated 
April 18, 1910 April 29 

In re Companies Acts, 1862 and 1907 and In re John Tweddle & Co ld 
appl of S Easten from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill (orde1 
of Divisional Court), dated April 7, 1910 April 29 

In re H P Becher, a solr The United Mining and Finance Corpn ld 
v Becher appl of Becher from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated 
April 14, 1910 April 29 

Jones v Rew appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and Bucknill 
(order of Divisional Court), dated April 20, 1910 May 2 

Halford & Sons v Price and anr appln of deft, M Price. for judgt 
or new trial on appl from verdict and judgt, dated April 18, "1910 
at trial before Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, Middlesex 
May 3 

J Wiener & Co v Wilson’s and Furness-Leyland Line {d 
from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, without a jury, 
dated April 19, 1910 May 4 ; 


appl of pltff 
Middlesex, 





June 4. IQ10, 








Le aver v ‘Urban District Council of Pontypridd appl ot pltff from 
judgt of Mr Justice Pickford and a special jury, Cardiff, dated 
April 23, 1910 May 4 

Bamford v a appln of deft for judgt or new trial on appl from 
verdict and judgt, dated May 5, 1910, at tria 1 aa The Lord Chief 
Justice and a special jury, Middlesex Ma 7 

Kitchen v Evans and anr appl of deft, D Grundy, from judg 
Justices Darling and Bucknill, dated April 12, 1910 May 

The Gravesend and Northfleet Electric Tramw: ays Co v The Grave 
Corpn appl of pltfis from judgt of Mr Justice Hamilton, 

a jury, Middlesex, dated Jan 30, 1910 May 9 

Beardall v Bottomley and ors appln of pltff for judgt or new trial 
on appl from verdict and judgt, dated May 3, 1910, at trial before Mr 
Justice Darling and a special jury, Middlesex May 10 

Faithfull v Kesteven appl of deft from judgt of Justices Darling and 
Lawrence (order of Divisional Court), dated April 14, 1910 May 11 

Rogers, Eungblut & Co v Martin appl of deft from judgt of Justices 
Bray and Coleridge (order of Divisional Court), dated April 27, 1910 
May 11 

Metropolitan Water Board v London Brighton and South Coast Ry 
appl of pltfis from judgt of Justices Phillimore and Bucknill (orde1 
of Divisional Court), dated March 15, 1910 May 11 

Wallace v Douglass appl of deft from judgt of Mr Justice Ridk 
without a jury, dated April 26, 1910 (fur con in London) May il 

Matthews v Arding & Hobbs appl of pltff from judgt of Mr. Justice 
Lawrance, without a jury, Middlesex, dated April 28, 1910 May 12 

Howells v Williams appl of pltff from judgt of Justices Bray and 
Coleridge (order of Divisional Court), dated May 5, 1910 ay 14 


FROM THE PROBATE, DIVORCE AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 


(With Nautica! Assessors.) 
(Final List.) 
1910. 


\yrshire—-1910 Fe lio 13 The Owners of the SS ‘* Arcadian 
Owners of SS ‘*‘ Ayrshire,” her cargo and freight (damage) ap) 
defts from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 17, 191 
March 2 
Ayrshire—1910—Folio 14 The Owners, Master and Crew of the 
Tug ‘‘ Hannah Jolliffe’? vy The Owners of The Steamship ‘‘ Ayrsh 
her cargo and freight (salvage) appl of pltffs from judgt 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 15, 1910 March 15 

Port Hunter—1909—Folio 554 The Owners, Master and Crew 
‘Ambron’’ v The Owners of The SS ‘‘ Port Hunter,’’ her carg 
and freight (salvage) appl of defts from judgt of Mr Justice Ba 
grave Deane, dated March 5, 1910 March 21 

Earl of Erne—1910—Folio 181 The Owners, Master and Crew of the 
Sailing Vessel ‘‘ Sons of the Sea’’ v The Owners of the Steamship 
or Vessel ‘‘ Earl of Erne’’ appl of defts from judgt of Mr Ju 
Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 25, 1910 March 31 

Vanessa—1910—Folio 63 James Westoll and ors v Owners of SS 
‘Vanessa”’ and freight (damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of M1 
Justice Bargrave Deane, dated March 22, 1910 April 15 

Viotia 1909—Folio 369 The Owners of the Steamship = o1 Vessel 
‘Trelyon’’ v The Owners of the Steamship or Vessel ‘* Viotia 
(damage) appl of pltffs from judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, 
dated Feb 18, 1910 April 26 

Viotia—1909—Folio 369 Same v Same (damage) appl of defts from 
judgt of Mr Justice Bargrave Deane, dated Feb 18, 1910 (cross 
appeal) May 4 

(Interlocutory List.) 

Drumlaarig 1909 Folio 300 The Astral Shipping Co ld v The Owners 
of the SS ‘‘ Tongariro’’ and cargo and ors (limitation of liability) 
appl of defts from judgt of The President, dated May 2, 1910 
May 6 


FROM THE KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
(Interlox utory List.) 
1908. 


In the Matter of an Arbitration between Messrs Enoch and Sons, 
Proprietors of St James’ Hall and Vert Sinkins Concert Direction ld 
and In the Matter of the Arbitration Act, 1889 appl of Enoch & 
Sons from order of Mr Justice Coleridge, dated March 28, 1908 
(s o liberty to apply to restore) April 8 

Grant & Sons v Pickfords ld appl of defts from order of 
Ridley, dated May 1, 1908 (s o liberty to restore) April 12 

1910. 

lliffe & Sons ld v Temple Press ld appl of defts from order of M 
Justice Bucknill, dated March 18, 1910 (not before June 7) March 31 

Same v Same appl of defts from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, 
dated March 18, 1910 (not before June 7) March 31 

teeder v Cooper appl of Curtis and ors from order of Mr Justice 
Coleridge, dated April 14, 1910 (s o liberty to apply) April 16 

Lloyd v Bartram & Sons appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice A 17 
Lawrence, dated April 8, 1910 (security ordered) April 22 

Koch v Mineral Ore Syndicate (London & South-Western Bank Id, 
garnishees) appl of Garnishees from order of Mr Justice A T La 
rence, dated April 23, 1910 April 23 
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Maconochie v Whittingham and ors appl of defts Daily Record, and 
A Forbes from order of Mr Justice Jelf, dated April 20, 1910 
April 29 

Hill and anr v Wembley Park Estate Co appl of pltffs from order of 
Mr Justice Phillimore, dated April 22, 1910 (s o liberty to restore) 
May 3 

New York Taxi Cab Co v Law Car & General Insce Co appl of defts 
from orders of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated April 29 and May 3, 
1910 May 9 

Compania Sansinena de Carnes Congeladas v Houlder Bros & Co ld 
and ors appl of pltffs from order of Mr Justice Hamilton, dated 
April 26, 1910 May 10 

Lagos v Grunwaldt and anr app! of deft Grunwaldt from order of 
Mr Justice Bucknill, dated May 9, 1910 May 12 

The Guardians of the Poor for the Parish of Leicester v Trollope 
appl of pltff from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated May 9, 1910, 
and cross-notice by deft, dated May 12, 1910 May 12 

Stacey v North London Ballast & Sand Co ld and anr appl of deft 
F Griffiths from order of Mr Justice Bucknill, dated May 5, 1910 
May 12 


In Re Tue Workmen's Compensation Acts, 1897 anv 1906. 


(From County Courts.) 
1910. 

Smith & Sons ld v Healey appl of respt from award of County Court 
(Middlesex, Clerkenwell), dated Feb 25, 1910 (security ordered) 
March 17 

Furniss v Gartside & Co (of Manchester) ld appl of respts from award 
of County Court (Derbyshire, Glossop), dated March 23, 1910 
April 12 

British & South American Steam Navigation Co ld v Neil appl of 
applicant from award of County Court (Lancashire, Liverpool), dated 
April 25, 1910 April 29 

Yates v The South Kirk} vy, &e, 
of County Court (Yorkshire, 
May 2 

Richards v Cardiff Steam Coal Collieries ld appl of applicant from 
award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Pontypridd), dated April 
13,1910 May 4 

Caffery v Tyne Dock Engineering Co ld appl of applicant from award 
of County Court (Durham, South Shields), dated April 14, 1910 
May 4 

Cameron v G Aston & Sons Id appl of respts from award of County 
Court (Middlesex, Shoreditch), dated April 15, 1910 May 5 

Willoughby v Sandwell Park Colliery Co ld appl of respts from 
award of County Court (Staffordshire, West Bromwich), dated April 
25, 1910 May 6 

Ryiands Bros Id v Cronshaw appl of applicants from award of County 
Court (Lancashire, Warrington), dated April 21, 1910 May 11 

The Upper Forest and Worcester Steel & Tinplate Co ld v Grey appl 
of respts from award of County Court (Glamorganshire, Swansea) 
dated May 3, 1910 May 13 

Brown v The South-Eastern & ( 
appl of applicant from award « 
dated April 25,1910 May 14 
N.B.—The above list contains Chancery, Palatine, and King’s Ben:h 

Final and Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to May 14th, 1910. 


Collieries ld appl of respts from award 
Pontefract), dated April 12, 1910 


atham Ry Co Managing Committee 


h 
yf County Court (Surrey, Southwark), 


Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limitep 1m CHANCERY. 


Armirace & Ineerson, Lro—Petn for winding up, directe? to he heard 01 May 25, 
was sdjourned by the Court, and will be heard on June 7. Johnson & Co, King’s 
Bench walk, Temple, for Wada & Co, Bradford, solors for petnera. Notice of apvear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of June 6 

BaitisH Brazter Motors, Lro—Oreditors are required forthwith to send their names 
a2 game and particnlars of their debts or claims, to F. Cuka, 48, Camden rd, 
iquidator 

Barish Mexicaw Estares Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before July 8, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Edward Holtum Hills. Balfour House, Finsbury pavement, liqnidator 

Bromury Vovuntrerrs Hatt awn Gymnasium Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 7, to send in their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Alfred Sydney Gedge and Frederick Payne, 3, Great James st, Bedford 
row, liquidators 

Broan & Son, Lrn—Petn for winding un, directed to be heard on May 25, was 
adjourned by the Court, and will be heard on Jane7. H van & Haghes, Arthur st 
West, Lo: don Bridge, solors for petner. Notice of appearing mus. reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jnne 6 

Joun Buuu Investment Trust any Acency, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented 
May 24, directed to be heard June 7. Oarter & Bell, Idol In, solors for petner. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of June 6 

Liverroo. Runper Co, Lrp (iw Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
June 27, to send their names ani addresses, and the particalars of their debts or 
claims, to Arthur Henry Chalmers, Fenwick at, Liverpool. Collins & Co, Liver- 
pool, solors for the liquidators 

Morais Lewis & Co, Lrp—Pet» for winding up, presented May 11, directed to be heard 
at the Town Hall, Swansea, on June 7, at 2. Leyson, Swansea, for Salisbury 
& Griffiths, Bristol, solors to petnere. Notice of appearing must reach the solors 
not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of June 6 








London Gazette,—Tuxspay, May 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lrurrep in CHancery. 


Ayti-Friction Equipment (Rariwavs), Lrpo—Creditors are required, on or before 
July '1, to send their names and aidresses and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James Webster, 35, Queen Victoria et. Bastard & Co, Salters’ Hall ct, 
solors to th liquidator 

CampBerian Tueatees, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 25, directed to be 
heard June 14 Becher, Bedford row, for F. 8. Simons, Merthyr Tydfil. Notice of 
appear’ng must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
June 13 

E. Netsow & Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 28, directed to ba heard at 
the Law Courts, Uathay’s pk, Cardiff, on June 9, at 10. Law & Ward, John Dahon 
st, Manchester, solors to the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Juae 8 

Ripaitt Manuracrurine Co, Lrp—Petn for winding up, presented May 28, directed 
to b> heard June 14. Church & Co, Bedford row, for Bury & Walkers, Barnsley. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not laver than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon ‘ f June 13 

Sanpianps, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before June 21, to send their names 
and adoresses, and the particulara of their debts or elaims, to Charles Ernest Bul- 
lock, 17, Albion st, Hanley. Benaoett & Baddel-y, Hauley, solors to the liquidator 

Tarone Newspaper, Ltp—Crecitora are required, on or before July 14, to send their 
names, «dere-ses, and particulars of their claims to W. M. Barnard, 73, Basingnall 
at, liquidat r 

Waaweut, Cyctr Co, Ltp—etn for winéing up, presented May 26, directed to be 
heard June 1+ Jaques & Co. Ely pl, for Jaques & Sons, Birmingham, soiors for the 
peiners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in the afternoon of June 13 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Fuipay, May 27. 


Trapers’ Ustrep Buyrya Association, Lp. 
Hunter & Witsox, Lrp. 
ArmitaGr & Ippatson, Lp. 
Luxe & Fri-ner, Urp. 
trpwoop Steamsurp Co, Lrp. 
CoLLINGWOOD STRAM Fisutne Co, Lrp (Revonstruction). 
CompantA MourserA ANGLO-ARGENTINA, LTD. 
Liveepoot Russer Co. Lrp. 
ImeertA Rossian Corton anp Jute Facrory, Lp. 
omnin Synpicare, Lip. 
Comic Oprra Synprcats, Lrp. 
Ba+kere & Jouty, Lro. 
Levi & CO», Lev. 
accupta Leap Mines, Lrp. 
Joansy Wvyines Titery Co, Urn. 
Duckwant (Cevt on) Tea P anrarton Co, Lrp. 
P-a:nrx Aur Metat Exornegrine Co, Lrp. 
G. E, A. Sywprcatsz, Lrp. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, May 31. 


RBromiey Votunterr’s Hatt anp Gymnasium Co, Lrp. 
LavcasRIRE AGRICULTURAL ImpLEmENT Uo, Lip. 
TaRaGai La Tea Co, Lrp 

Etwe.t Souira Perrot Sarety Gas Co, Lrp. 

J. G. Ayers & Sons, Lrp. 

'inpLate Decoratine Co, Lrp. 

Trisipap Ore Expvoration SynpicaTe Lrp. 
Innes’s Lrp. 

Kepcer Macr Exrractr Oo, Lrp. 
Mrp-Oxrorps#ix® Gas Ligut anv Coxe Co, Lrp. 
Rorary Scxewine Die Synpicare, Lr. 
“Kinestanp” Sreamsarp Co, Lro, 

F. M. 8 Mercant te Acency, Lro. 

Buacksurn Rotter SkAtTine Rink Co, Lip, 
SpHexo.ra Serine Wuest Co, Lrp. 








The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 


June 6.—Mesars, Contins & Coutrms, at the Mart: Residences (see advertisement, 
back page, April 30). 

June 7.—Mceesre. Oneitt, Marks & Barguey, at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Investment 
(ses advertisement, page ii, May 28), 

June 7.—Mesers. Mivanr & Co,at the Mart, at 2: Leasehold Residences, Freehold 
Grouud-rents, and Leasehold Builder's Yard and Premises (sea advertisement, back 
page, this week). 

June 8.— Messrs. Eowin Fox, Bovusrigip, Buanetrs & Bappevey, at the Mart. at 2: 
Freehold Ground-ren's, Leasehold Properties, Residences, Freehuid Estate, and Pro- 
perties, &c, (see advertisement, page ii, May 14). 

June 8. Messrs. Troutoex, at the Mart: Town Residences (see advertisement, 
page v, May 7). 

June 8.~Mesers. Sacter, Rex & Co., at the Mart, at 1: Freehold Property (see 
advertisement, page 1i, May 2+). 

June 8, 29, July 7—Messra. Humaert & Fxiv7, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences, 
Farme, Building and Sporting Estates, Leasehold Investments (see advertisement, 
pages i and ii, May 28). 

June 9, 23-—Mr. Josrpn Stower, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Estates and Ground. 
rents (see advertis ment, page ii, May 28 

Jone 9, 14, 21, 28, July 5, 12, 26, and Aug, 9.—Messrs. Desennam, Tewson, Ricaanp- 
son & Co., at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences, Ground-rents, Shop, Shares, Free- 
hold Properties, Building Estates, Freehold and Leasehold Hotels (see advertisement, 
page iv, May 2s). 

June 9 and 16.—Mesars, Strmsow & Sons, atthe Mart, at 2: Freehold and Lease- 
hold Ground-rent«, Honse and Shop, and Licensed Premises (see advertisement, page 
iii, May 28, and back page this week). 

June 9.—Mea+rs. FareprotHer, Ecvsis & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freeho!d Ground- 
rents (see advertisement, back pave this week). 

June 9. —Mesers. Cuas, Saunpers & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see aivertisement, back paxe, this week). 

June 10.—M:asrs. Duncan & Kimpron, at the Mart,at 2: Freehold Ground-rents 
(see advertisement, page ii, May 28), 

June 17.—Messrs. Hanrsops, Lro,: 
May 28). 

June 20 and July 4.—Mesers. Kemstry, at the Mart: Freehold Residential and 
Baild ng E-tates, &c. (see advertisement, back page, this week). 

June 21.—Messre. Rogers, Coarman, & Tuomas, at the Mart, at 1: Short Leasehold 
Investment (see advertisement, page ii, May 28). 


Country Residence (see advertisement, page v, 
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June 22.—Messrs. Doveras Youne & Co,, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Residences, 
Eetates, and Residential Sites, &c. (see advertisement, page v, May 28). 

June 22.— Mesers. Epwin Fox, Bovsriz.p, Burwetts, & Bappxvey, at the Mart, at 
2: Freehold Property (see adve’tisement, page v, this week). 


| 


June 24—Messrs. Moxtacu Hoimes & Son, at the Mart, at 2: Polytechnic Estate, | 


Freehold (see advertisement, page ii, May 28). 

June 25,—Mersra. Kemstry, at Colchester: Freehold Estate (see advertisement, back | 

, this week). 
uns 28—Mesers, Weatneratt & Green, at the Mart, at 2; Freehold Properties and 

Bites (see advertisement, page ii, May 28). 

June 29.—Meesrs. Roperr Bonn & Sons: 
page ii, May 28). 

July 5th.—Mesers. Humsert & Furr, at Chester, at 1: Residential Property (gee 
advertisements, pages i. and ii, May 28). 

Messre. Kniaut, Franz, & Rurtexy: Freehold Ground-rants for Sale (see advertise- 
ment, back page, this week). | 


Freehold Property (see advertisement, | 


Result of Sale, 
Reversions aNp Lire Po.iores. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 908) of the 
above-named interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when 
the following Lots were sold at the prices named, the total amount realized being 


Bupceon, Mary, Tunbridge Wells June 24 Buss, Tunbridge Wells Mae 
Crews, Antuor, Birmingham, Brassfounder June 25 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 
Crews, Ciara, Birmingham June 25 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 


C.ews, Henry, Birmingham, Brassfounder June 25 Tyndall & Co, Birmingham 
ners, Henry RicuarD, Birmingham, Brassfounder June 25 Tyndall & Co, Birming 
am 

Cumtnes, Henry Garratt. Lewisham hill June24 Tatham & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Davey, Josnva Sypvey, Cury Cross Lanes, Cornwal] July 18 Pritchard & Co, Little 
Trinity In , 

———, Joszrn, Upper st, Islington, Bookseller June 30 De Frece & Co, Devon- 
shire st 

Ex.etson, Richarp Witt1am, Low Bentham, Yorks July 30 Hall & Co, Lancaster 

Fisner, Ricnagp, Lyndhurst June 27 Crawford & Co, Cannon st 


| Foca, Grorce, Fleetwood, Master Mariner July 1 Gaulter, Fleetwo 


od 

Fow.er, Hengiztra, Wroughton rd, Clapham Common June 30 Yeilding & Co, 
Vincent 

Fow er, Joszpu Tuomas Mituinaton, Regency st, Westminster June 30 Yeilding &Co, 
Vincent sq 

Frieyp, Avy, Robertsbridge, Sussex June 10 Buss, Tunbridge Wells _ 

a. ~ > ws MicuaE.t, Watford, Hotel Proprietor June 30 McKenna & Co, New 
Bond st 

Grecory, Jouy, sep, Chorlton cum Hardy June 30 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Heara, Grorce, Holland Park avy June24 Hardisty & Co, Great Marlborough st 

Horxixs, Saran Ann Giapen, Heigham, Norwich June 24 Burton & Son, Great 





£7,150 :— 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS— 
To £1,131 ls. 2d... “6 
To Whitstable Freeholds 


To £532 eos ; iat és eee 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE for £9,355 


Yarmouth 
Sold £440 James, Henry Sparco, Hilldroprd June 28 Howard & Son. Gray’s inn sq 
» 455 Jounstone, Marcaret, Thornton le Fylde, Lancs June 30 Kean, Fleetwood 
, 255 | Leer, Water, Sidcup, Bedstead Manufacturer July 8 Rowe & Wilkie, Basinghall st 
»» 6,000 | Kinper, Ratpu Asuvon, St Annes on the Sea, Lancs July 12 A & G W Fox, Manchester 


Martin, ALExanpeR, Sutton, Surrey June 25 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or CuiarM. 


London Gazette.—Fripay, May 27, 


June 30 Sillence v Faulkner and 
Others, Neville, J Cooper & Bake, Portman st, Portman sq 


Gurst, Emma Sorura, Seymour pl, &t Marylebone 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or CLat™. 


Lindon Gazette.—FriDAY, May 27. 
Apranam, Catnerine Axx, Ashburton, Devon July 6 Watts & Co, Newton Abbot, 


evo! 


Ackroyp, Joxas, Lidget Green, Bradford, Coal Merchint JuneS Horner & Sampson, 
d, 


Bradfor 


Anstey, Joun Cuaries, Sparkford, Somerset, Miller June 25 


Somerset 
Arcuer, Henry, Dagenham, Essex, Hay Dealer 
Atkinson, Frances Mary, Shipley, Yorks June 11 
ATkinson, Jonny, Gateshead, Builder June 13 
Borrer, Marcaret, Cowfold, Sussex 


Co, Howard st, Strand 
BupaGgoy, Caro.ine, Tunbridge Wells June 24 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Faivay, May 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auer, Henry James, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Auman, Jonn James, Long Eaton, Derby Derby Pet May 
Ord May 21 
Barnam, Cuarcies James, Elmhurst, Erith, Kent, Builder 
Rochester Pet April 15 Ord May 23 
Baryes, Ropert, Burnley, Rope Manufacturer Burnley 
Pet May 3 Ord May 23 
Beyrerr, Rigsut & Co, Wormwood st, Mechanical Engineers 
High Court Pet Feb21 Ord May 23 
Bauwogr, Sarau Ann, Folkestone, Lodging House Keeper 
Canterbury Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Carrnns, Water James, Stockton on Tees, Analytical 
Chemist Stockton on Tees Pet May 21 Ord May 21 
Cuapman, Atrrep Wi tiam, Gorleston, Suffolk, Baker 
Great Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
Duxcan, Herpert, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet May 
Ord May 23 
Evxis, Beatuice Emity, Croydon Croydon Pet April 6 
May 24 
Guasser, Freperick, Victoria rd, Stoke Newington, Baker 
Edmonton Pet May2 Ord May 23 
Hartsuorne, Bertram F, Oxford Oxford Ord May 23 
Hatron, Arcnipatp, West Bridgford, Notts, Tobacco 
Dealer Nottingham Pet May5 Ord May 23 
Houuns, Hersert Ricaarv, Ipswich, Wood 
Manager Ipswich Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Jacoss, Joun, Portsmouth, Tobacconist Portsmouth Pet 
May5 Ord May 24 
Jones, Ext, Penrhiewtyn, Neath, Glam, Tinworker Neath 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 
Jupp, Groror, Ebury st, Lodging house Keeper High 
Court Pet April29 Ord May 23 
Kinastry, Sipnry Jons, Green lanes, Harringay, 
Provision Dealer High Court Pet April 27 Ord 
May 25 
Laks, Atrrep, Seething, Norfolk, Dealer Great Yarmouth 
Pet May 24 Ord May 264 
Lana, Joun Grorce, Chillaton, Milton Abbot, Devon 
Licensed Victualler Plymouth Pet May 23 Oré 
May 23 
Movuxt Georat, Scarborough, Brewer Scarborough Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 
Mowpy, Henry H, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Coal Merchant 
Brighton Pet May4 Ord May 24 
Newsome, Smita, Rastrick, Yorks, Farmer Halifax Pet 
May May 25 
Nicnoiis, Witu1am Henry, Portscatho, Cornwall, Carrier 
Truro PetMay 25 Ord May 25 


Works 


June 2 Hunt & Hunt, Romford 
Atkinson, Shipley 

Ord, Gateshead 

June 30 Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Britten, Rear-Admiral Ricuaap Freperickx, Kenswick, Wurcester June 30 


Buss, Tunbridge Wells 





Temple 


Pearsoy, Rev Tuomas Layton, Grafton sq, Clapham July1 
Perico, Mary, Horsforth, Leeds 
Puiiurps, AkrtHuR Gaveo, Essex villas, Kensington, Barrister at Law July 7 


Wheldon, South Shields 
June 10 Clarke & Whittington, Leeds 
Bevir, 


| Ramsevy, Austin Peter, Catford June 28 Marchant & Co, Broadway, Deptford 


Rapsey, W1ti1aM, Swansea, Brake Proprietor June 27 Newcombe, Swansea 
Rawns.ey, Jonny, Bradford, Manufacturer June 25 Neumann & Holmes, Bradford 
Rovusg, Mary, Long Sutton, Lincs, 


June 23 Mossop & Mossop, Long Sutton 


Royston, Tuomas Henry, Stony Hill, Durban June 24 Watkin & Co, New Broad st 


Rvuemay, Francis, Iron Acton, Glos, Farmer July 5 Tarr & Sons, Bristol 
Sarp, Joun, Duke st, Aldgate June 30 Carr, Gt Tower st 

Se.py, Cataertxve Dickiz, Worthing 
Seymour, Wavter, Ely, Cambridge, 
Seymour, Martua, Ely, Cambridge June 24 Hall, Ely, Cambs 

Suort, Any, Birtley, Northumberland June 2) LC & H K Lockhart, Hexham 
Sariru, Sawves, Fairfield, nr Buxton, Farmer June 27 
Soapy, Emma, St Leonard’s on Sea June 25 Romer, Bucklersbury 


Gates, Worthin 


June 30 4 
Hall, Ely, Cambs 


Hostler June 24 


Bell & Hougb, Stockport 


Srewart, Grorcina Janst, Chilworth Manor, nr Guildford Aug 4 Richardson & 


Yarmouth 


Woodforde, Castle Cary, 
Fenchurch st 
Abchurch In 


Nicholl & 
Queen Anne’s gate 





Reap, Fraycis, Bromsgrove, Hay Dealer Worcester Pet 
May 23 Ord May 23 

Ropinson, Josep, jun, Redcar, Yorks Middlesbrough 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 

Tayior, Jonx, West Bromwich, Staffs, Baker 
Bromwich Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Tucker, Grorcs, Bolton on Dearne, 

_. Sheffield Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

TuapPin, Harriette, Harrogate, Lodgiog House Keeper 
York Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Watmay, Epwarp, Chipping Norton, Oxford, Corn Dealer 
Oxford Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Warp, Taomas Artaur, Ilkeston, Picture Framer Derby 


Yorks, Labourer 


Tovutson, Joun, South Shore, Blackpool July 8 
Trarrorp, Taomas, Wolvercote, Oxford June 25 
Water, Taomas Wituiam, Westbourne st, Hyde Park 


West | 


Co, Golden sq, Regent st 
Strurpy, Mary, Lindfield, Sussex June 30 
Tayior, Water ARTHUR, East Knoyle, Wilts 


Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
July 11 Lucas & Wryllys, Great 


Hankioson & Son, Manchester 
Franklin, Oxford 
July 23 Tamplin & Co, 


Wensster, Paiiturp Francis, Lower Edmonton July 2 Paines & Co, St Helen’s pl 
Westwortnh, Mary Sorura, Talgarth rd, West Kensington July 11 Baker & Co, 


Witsos, Hueu Camrroy, Lillie rd, Fulham, Clerk June 30 Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
Wine, Winyirreep Crew, Rosary gdns, South Kensington July 6 Sladen & Wing, 


Yorke, Artuur Dupiey, Mount st, Grosvenor sq July 8 Walker & Co, Carey st 


Doncay, Hexsert, Barnsley, Tailor and Draper June 6 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, Barnsley 
Exuiotr, Taomas, Chorlton cum Hardy, Manchester, 


Builder June 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

Evans, Bensamin, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Wheelwright 
June 4 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Haaoert, Samvuet, Cadoxton, nr Barry, Glam, Assistant 
Timberman June 4 at 12.15 Off Rec, 117, St Mary st, 
Cardiff 

Horrmany, Magir, Barton on Irwell, Lancs 
Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Howwis, Herseat Ricnarp, Ipswich, Wood Works Manager 


June 4 at 12 


Pet May 25 Ord May 25 June 8at2 Off Rec, 38, Princes st, Ipswich 
Weis, Mary A.tuex, Cwmfelinfach, Ynysddu, Mon, | Hott, Josern Agcarpatp Montacus, Falwell, Durham, 
General Dealer Newport, Mon Pet May 24 O Grocer June 8 at 3 Off Rec, Manor pl, Sunderland 
May 24 | Inusey, Witt1am Rosert, Church Gresley, Derby, Beer- 
Wenstry, Davin Jony, and James Kippie, Bristol, house keeper June4at12 Midland Hotel, Station st, 
Wheelwright Bristol Pet May 23 Ord May 23 Burton on Trent 


Wittiixes, Witttam Jonny Stock, Kelvedon Hatch, Essex, 
Baker Chelmsford Pet April26 Ord May 23 

Wixrizip, H, Great Crosby, Lancs, Builder Liverpool 
Pet May 3 Ord May 25 

Woottvex, Grorce Hewry, Stalybridge, Lancs, Fish 
Dealer Manchester Pet April 28 Ord May 25 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of March 18: 


Jupp, Grorcer, Ebu 


LEADBETTER, Ropert ALFRED, High Wycombe Aylesbury 


Pet Feb4 Ord Mar 15 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 29 : 


Stone, Grorce CHaruies, Deptford, Baker 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
FIRST MEETINGS. 


Appgy, Wixi, Burton on Trent, Coal Merchant June 4 
at 11.30 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burtor on Trent 

Avex, Henry James, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier June 7 
at3 Off Rec, 8t Catherine’s chmbrs, 8t Catherine’s st, 


Pontyprid 
Beyxsett, Riext & Co, Wormwood st, Mechanical 
Engineers June 6at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
BraituHwaite, Tuomas Septimus, Askam in Furness, 

Lancs, Labourer June 7 at 12.45 Off Rec, 16, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow in Furness a’ 
Brows, Atrrep Ernest, Liscard, Chester, Auctioneer 
June 6 at 2.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Dawsos, Wituram F, Eaton Socon, Beds June 4 at 12 
Off Rec, The Parade, Northampton 


Greenwich 


Dosstx, Epwin, Porthcawl, Glam June 6 at 3 Off Rec, 
117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Downs, Frank Georcs, Marston, Oxford, Grocer’s Man- 
ager June 4at 12 


1, 8t Aldates, Oxford 


Jones, WiLu1aAM THomas, Bolton, Iasurance Agent June 
6at 3.30 19 Exchange st, Bolton 

at, Lodging house Keeper June 6 at 
11 Bankruptcy bids, Curey st 

Kinestey, Sipngzy Jonn, Green lanes, Harringay, Pro- 
vision Dealer June 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
st 

LLEWELLYN, CHarves, Ba Dock, Glam, Tailor June 6 
at 12 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Marueson, Farquuar WIivuiam, Cerrigllwydon, Pontrhy- 
dyfen, nr Aberavon, Glam, Physician June 4 at 11 
Off Rec, Government bldgs, St Mary’s st, Swansea 


Newsome, Sora, Rastrick, Yorks, Farmer June 6 at 10.45 


County Court, Prescott st, Halifax 


| Owen, Jonn Henry, SamOwen, and WitiiAM Henry Owen, 


Sheffield, Brick Manufacturers June 9 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


| Parr, Josers, Nightingale In, Clapham Common, Civil 


| 






Servant June 6 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge ; 

Paice, James Henry, and Epwin Brenyert, Bolton, Buil- 
ders JuneGat3 19, Exchangest, Bolton ; 

Rapcouirre, Taomas, Bramley, nr Rotherham, Yorks, Joiner 
June 9at12 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Reap, Fraxis, Bromsgrove, Hay Dealer June7at12 Of 
Rec, 11, Copenhagen st, Worcester 

Srraupwick, Freperick Wareex, Richmond, L 
monger June 6 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster 
Bridge 

Taytor, Wit1am, Bury, Lancs, Fancy Draper June 7 at 
3 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Titpestey, Water Reap, Willenhall, Staffs, Brassfoun- 
der’s Manager June7 at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Tovey, James, Christchurch, Mon June6ati11 Off Rec 
144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 


Cheese- 















June 


—_— 
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Tocxer, Grorar, Bolton on Dearne, Yorks, Labourer 
June 9at 1 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Torrms, HARRietrTr, Harrogate, Lodging house Keeper 
_ 7at3 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 
York 

Waorton, James, Dudley, Fender Manufacturer June 6 
at1l Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

Wiitiams, Greorce Henry Spence, Waldegrave pk, 
Twickenham Junel3at3 14, Bedford row 

Wootiey, Eryest, Holme on Spalding Moor, Yorks, Miller 
June 4 at 11.30 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

Wricart, ~eag4 Eusey, Derby, Fish Salesman June7 at 11 
off , Full st, Derby 

YAres, ooh ‘Rencorn, Chester, Tailor June 4at 11 Off 
Ree, Byrom st, Manchester 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


A.tex, Henry James, Tylorstown, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet May 23 Ord May 23 
Auman, Joun Jamzs, Long Eaton, Derby Derby Pet 


May 21 Ord May ’28 

Bauxarr, Sarau Any, Folkestone, Lodging House Keeper 
Cc ‘anterbury Pet May 25 Ord’ May 

Cavocan, GeRaLD Oak ey, Chelsea ieee, Cadogan pl 
High ‘Court Pet Mar 17’ Ord May 24 


Carnss, WaLteR James, Stockton on Tees, Analytical 
Chemist Stockton on Tees Pet May 21 Ord May 21 

Carr, Mark Syeux, Grove rd, Marylebone, Coal Merch int 
High Court Pet April 6 Ord May 23 

Cuarmay, AtrreD Wiiuram, Gorleston, Suffolk, Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Davey, Witu1am Henry, Road water, Old Cleeve, Somerset, 

Siddler Taunton Pet May 2 Ord May 24 

enc AN, Herpert, Barnsley, Tailor Barnsley Pet May 
23 Ord May 23 

E.uiot, THomas, ” Choriton cum esty, pamnrtadion, Builder 
Salford Pet April 13 Ord May 

Evans, Joun Grorce, Deptford, ,_ —_ Greenwich 
Pet April5 Ord May 17 

Green, Georce Hirwet, Westcliff on Sea, Essex, Archi- 
tect Chelmsford Pet 23 Ord April 21 

Harrox, ARCHIBALD, West Bridgford, Notts, 
Dealer Nottingham Pet May5 Ord May 24 

Hous, Herpeet RicuarD, Ipswich, _ Works Manager 
Ipswich Pet May 24 Ord May 

Jonxs, Ext, Penrhiewtyn, Neath, Tin "Worker Neath Pet 
May 24 Ord May 24 

Kirk, Apa, and Lronarp Norman Krrk, Jermyn at, Hay- 
market, Hosiers ae Court Pet April 9 Ord May 25 

Lake, Atraep, Seething, Norfolk, Dealer Great Yarmouth 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


Tobacco 


Laya, Joun Georae, Chillaton, Milton Abbot, Devon, 
Licensed Victualler Plymouth Pet May 23 Ord 
May 23 


Lirtte, Witi1am Restett, Palliser ct, Barons ct, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet April 16 Ord May 23 

Marks, Davip, Romford rd, Manor Park, Clothier High 
Court Pet May 18 Ord May 23 

Mount, Georeer, Scarborough, Brewer Scarborough Pet 
May 25 Ord May 25 

Newsome, Suiru, Rastrick, Yorks, Farmer 
May 25 Ord May 25 

Nicaoiis, Witttam Henry, Portscatho, Cornwall 
Truro Pet May 25 Urd May 25 

Nopes, Watrer Hewry, King st, Hammeramith, Under- 
taker High Court, Pet April 23 Ord May 23 

Reap, Fraxcis, Bromsgrove, Hay Dealer Worcester Pet 
May 23 Ord May 2: 

Rosinson, Josers, jun, Redcar, Yorks Middlesbrough 
Pet May 24 Ord May 24 


Halifax Pet 


, Carrier 


Taytor, Jony, West Bromwich, Staffs, Baker West 
Bromwich Pet May 25 Ord May 25 
TsentHaM, WittiAm Henny, Victoria st, Consulting 


Engineer High Court Pet April 26 Ord May 23 
Tucker Gkrorce, Bolton on Dearne, Yorks, Labourer 
theffield Pet May 23 Ord May 23 


Turpin, HareietTe, Harrogate, sanging house Keeper 
York Pet May 23 Ord May 2 
Watman, Epwarp, Chipping in. Corn Dealer 


Oxford Pet May 23 Ord May 23 

Watser, Conrap, Cheapside, Silk Manufacturer’s Agent 
High Court Pet May10 Ord May 24 

Warp, Tuomas Agtann, Ilkeston, ae, Picture Framer 
Derby Pet May 25 Ord May 25 

Weiss, F, and M Murray, Australian av, Fancy Leather 
si Manufacturers High Court Pet Apnl 21 Ord 

ay 23 


We tts, Mary Auten. Owmfelinfach, Ynysddu, 
General Dealer Newport, Mon Pet May 24 
May 24 

Wens.ey, Davip Jouy,and James Kipp iz, Bristol, Wheel- 
wrights Bristol Pet May 23 Ord May 25 

Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 29 : 

Srong, Grorark Cuaries, 

Greenwich Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 20: 


Garment, Hersert Exoca, Harrow, 
Albans Pet Mar3l Ord May 16 


London Gazette.—TUESDaY, May 31. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Acuitar, Harovp Fexix, Elgin av, ey ey Silver- | 


smith High Court Pet May 39 Ord May 3 
Barron, Exiza Frances, Manchester, Mantle 
facturer Manchester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Beavye.t, Caagtes Wit.uiamM, Scarborough, Carver Scar- 
borough Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Bixws, ARNOLD ASHWORTH. Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Watch 
maker Halifax Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


Comins, Faeperick Travis, Coleman st High Court Pet 


Mar 12 Ord April 25 
Dean, Samurt Wesster, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Earthen- 
ware Manufacturer Hanley Pet May 19 Ord May v7 


Greer, Exvizaperao Margaret Grant, Bury st Hign 
Court Pet Feb2 Ord April 12 
ALL, Jouy Micnaet, Sunderland, Pilot Sunderland | 


Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Hamecy, Atnert Ricaarp, Plymouth, Peat Merchant | 
Plymouth Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Hamittox, Joun Koperr, Great pee 
Great Grimsby Pet May 28 Ord May 

Henpra, ae Penrhiewtyn, Neath, Doubler Neath 
May 2 Ord May 27 

Honour, Tuomas, and Witiiam Jesse THorNe, 
Wycombe, Bucks, Woodware Manufacturers 
bury Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Tsragy, Davipv, West sq, Southwark, Carman High Court 
Pet April 23 Ord May 27 


Tinsmith 
Pet 


High 
Ayles- 


Jackson, Giapys ANNIg, paren. Milliner Brighton 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Leecu, Ricuarp Bauacuava, Wood Hall, Dulwich, 
Ord May 27 


Gardener High Court Pet me S 
Leeps, Ersest James, Horning, Norfolk, 
Pe: May 27 Ord May 2 


Butcher Norwich 


Lioyp, Stuart, Brighton, Artist Brighton Pet May 27 


Ord May 27 

Lowe, Astaur Crcit, East India av, Ship Broker High 
Court Pet Aprill Ord May 26 

Marrix, Harnoip Sage, Rock Ferry, Chester, Company's 
Manager Birkenhead Pet Aprill Ord May 26 

Mircarit, Josgru, Stoke ey ay rd, Confectioner 
High Court Pet May 28 Ord May 

Moreay, Davip, Mountan Ash, Glam, Colliery Manager 
Aberdare Pet May 11 Ord May 27 

Peru, Evrru Evven, Torquay, Milliner | Exeter 
26 Ord May 26 

Peres, Eanest James, Birmingham, Painter Birmingham 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 

Parry, Evan, Menai a Anglesey, Builder 
Pet May 13 Ord Ma 

Porter, Freperick, Lan a Hants, Fancy Draper Ports- 
mouth Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Porter, Joun, Earlestown, Laacs, Baker Warrington Pet 


Pet May 


Bangor 


May 27 Ord May 27 

Raykin, Davip Lavupsr, Swindon, Newsagent Swindon 
Pet "May 26 Ord May 26 

Saunpers, Frank Lauper, Shanklin, Brewer Newport 


Pet May 26 Ord May 26 

Buaw, WiLuiaM, som, Butcher Birmingham Pet 
May 9 Ord May 

SitvexTaoRN, ARTHUR, a gdns High Court Pet Mar 
7 Ord May 26 

Simmoxps, ArtTaur Watrer, Hastings, 

Hastings Pet May 28 Ord May 23 


Tobacconist 


Sracky, Epwin, Donhead 8t Mary, Pork Hawker Salisbury 


Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


Sreap, Rosert, jun, Bedale, Yorks, Blacksmith North- 
allerton Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
Tuomas, Atraep James, Gloucester, Coal Merchant 


Gloucester Pet May 26 Ord May 26 





Mon, 
Ord 


Evelyn st, Deptford, Baker 


Confectioner &t 


| 
| 


ein, | Seema, CHARLES Janes, Erith, Kent, 


Tuompson, pRenieg Newcastle on sane. Hous? Agent New 


castle on Tyne Pet May 4 Ord May 26 
Tomkins, ARTHUR, Martin’s In, Cannon st, Land Agent 
High Court Pet April 29 Ord May 26 
oxes, Tuomas Simpson, Stockton on Tces, 
Stockton on Tees Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
| Wuevpon, Warsos, Stapleton, Yorks, Gardener Stockton 
on Tees Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Witurams, Morris, Lianberis, Car narvon, 
Bangor Pet May 27 Ord May 27 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of May 20 : 
Dawson, W1Lu1aAM Freperick, Eaton Socon, Beds 
Pet Mar 30 Ord May 13 
FIR3T MEETINGS. 


| Sunmew, Joun James, Long Eaton, Derby June Sat 12 Off 
, 47, Full st, Derby 
Builder 


Fruiterer 


Quarryman 


Bedford 


June 13 
at 3 115, High st, Rochester 

| Beapneii, CHARLES WILtiaM, Scarborough, Carver June 
10 at 4.30 Off Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

| Binns, Agnotp Asnwortu, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, Watch- 
maker June 10 at 10.45 County Court, Prescott st, 
Halifax 

Catans, WatTer James, Stockton on Tees, Analytical 
Chemist June 9 at 11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

ae Atraev Wi.iam, Gorleston, Baker 
1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Dakrutsaire, Berngarp Vernon, Foxcombe Hill, Berks, 
Mapmaker June 9 at 11.30 1, St Aldates, Oxford 

Daavye, Rosert Wictiam, Aslacton, Norfolk, Miller June 
8at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


June 8 at 


Exuis, Bearaice Emity, Croydon June8at12 152, York 
rd, Westminster Bridge 
Isrart, Davip, West sq, Southwark, Carman June 10 at 
ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
| Jacksow, Guapys Annis, Brighton, Milliner June 8 at 
12.30 Off Rec, Bankruptcy bldgs (Room 53), Carey st 
| Jac es, Joan, Portsmouth, Tobacconist June 9 at 3.30 


Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 
Laxe, Atrrep, Seething, Norfolk, Dealer June 8 at 12.30 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


| Laker, Epwargp Soutuer, Wickhambreaux, Kent, General 


] 





| 


Suarper, Atragp, Castor, Northampton, Baker 
Si.vertTuogye, Artaur, Ashley gdas, Westminster 


Stacey, Eowry, Donh 


Dealer June 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, 
Canterbury 
Laxoa, Joan Georce, Chillaton, Milton Abbot, Devon 


Licensed Victualler June 8 at 3.30 
Plymouth 

Leacn, Watrer CLarKsoy, Garstang, Lancs, Pig Dealer 
June 10 at 10.30 Off Ree, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

Lescu, Ricnarsp Batractava, Wood Hall, Dulwich, 
Gardener June 10at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Luoyp, Stuart, Brighton, Artist June 16 at 3 Off Rec, 
4, Pavillion bldgs, Brighton 

Lowe, Artor Cecit, East India av, Ship Broker 
at1ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mount, Gror@sr, Scarborough, Brewer June 10 at 4 Off 
Rec, 48, Westborough, Scarborough 

Muypy, Heyay H, Burgess Hill, Sussex, Coal Merchant 
June 8 at 12 Off Kec, Bankruptcy bldgs (Room 53) 
Carey st 


7, Buckland terr, 


June 8 


NicHoiis, Wittam Henry, Portscatho, Cornwall, Carrier 


June 9 at12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Pret, i~y Exttex, Torquay, Milliner June 8 at 11.20 

ec 

Ricumonp, Tuomas, Radcliffe on Trent, Notts, Nurseryman 
June 8at3 Off Rec, 4, Castle st, Park st, Notcing- 
ham , 

Rosinson, Joseru, jun, Redcar, York June 9 at 12 Off 
Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough. 

June 10 at 

11.40 Law Courts, Peterborough 

June 

8at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

8t Mary, Wilts, Pork Hawker 

rome 9at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Catherine st, Salis- 

ury 


| TAYLOR, Joun, West Bromwich, Baker June 9 at 11.30 


Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
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Tompxtys, Antuur, Martin’s In, Cannon st, Land Agent 
June 8 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wets, Mary Attex, Cwmfelinfach, Ynysddu, 
Dealer June 8 at 11 Off Rec, 144, 
Newport, Mon 

Waiaut, THomas, comes Wri ut, and Frep Wraiout, 
Long Exton, Derby, Lac » Manufacturers June 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 47, Fuil st, Derby 


General 
Cc Yommercial st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AGUILAR, HAROLD FELIX, Elin av, 
smith High Court Pet May 30 
BARTON, ELIZA FRANCES, 
facturer Manchester Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
BEADNALL, CHARLES WILLIAM, Scarborough, Carver 
Scarborough Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
BINNS, ARNOLD ASHWORTH, Sowerby Bridge, Yorks, 
Watchmaker Haifax Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
DAWSON, WILLIAM FREDERICK, Eaton Socon, Beds 
ford Pet Mar30 Ord May 27 
GoopWAY, FREDERICK NEAL, Colcheste Ty Tobacco Dealer 
Colchester Pet April 21 Ord May 27 
GRAHAM, WILLIAM, Rochester row, Westminster, 
neer High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord May 27 
HALL, JOHN MICHAEL, Sunderland, Pilot Sunderland 
Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
HAMBLY, ALBFRT RICHARD, 
Plymouth Pet May 26 
HAMILTON, JOHN ROBERT, 
Grimsby Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
HENDRA, JOaN, Penrhiewtyn, Neath, 
Neath and Aberavon Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
Honour, THOMAS, and JESSE WILLIAM THORNE, 
Wycombe, Bucks, Woodware Manufacturers 
bury Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
JACOBS, JOHN, Portsmouth, Tobacconist Portsmouth Pet 
May 5 Ord May 26 
LAZARUS, JOSEPH LAWRENCE, West End In, 
Financier High Court Pet Mar 3 
LEECH, RICHARD BALACLAVA, Wood Hall, Dulwich, 
Gardener High Court Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
LEEDs, ay JAMES, ee Norfolk, Butcher Norwich 
Pet May 27 Ord May 2 
MITCHELL, Jeuern, pee ag Newington “ 
High Court PetMay’8 Ord May 2 
MUSGRAVE, GEORGE aaaes, Cadoxton pal Barry, Glam, 
Contractor Cardiff Pet Feb 24 Ord May 27 
Evan, Menai Bridge, Anglesey, 
Pet May 13 Ord May 27 
PEEL, EDITH ELLEN, Torquay, 
May 26 Ord May 26 
POTTER, FREPERICK, Landport, 
Portsmouth Pet May 26 
PoTTER, JOHN, Earlestown, 
Pet May 27 Ord May 2 
PYKE, JOAN, and ARTHUR Jom 
Tawton, Devon, Auctioneers 
Ord May 27 
RANKIN, DAVID LAUDER, Swindon, Newsagent 
Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
SIMMONDS, ARTHUR WALTER, Hastings, 
Hastings Pet May 28 Ord May 28 
STACEY, EDWIN, es St Mary, Wilts, 
Salisbury Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
STEAD, ROBERT, jun, Bedale, Yorks, a ksmith 
allerton Pet May 26 Ord May 2¢ 
TEMPLE, CLAUDE FERNVILLE, Whitton, 
Baker High Court Pet Feb 5 
THOMAS, ALFRED JAMES, Gloucester, Coal M 
Gloucester Pet May 26 Ord May 26 
VoKES, THOMAS SIMPSON, Stockton on Tees, 
Stockton on Tees Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
WHELDON, WATSON, Stapleton, Yorks, Gardener 
ton on Tees Pet May 27 Ord May 27 
WILLIAMS, MORRIS, Llanberis, ait on, 
Bangor Pet May 27 Ord May 2 
WILLINGS, WILLIAM JOHN STOCK Ke lvedon Hatch, Essex, 
Baker Chelmsford Pet April26 Ord May 27 
WOoOOLLVEN, GEORGE HENRY, Stalybridge, Fish 
Manchester Pet April 28 Ord May 26 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
*MITH, CHARLES HAROLD, Balsall Heath, 
Art Metal Worker Birmingham 
Annul May 26, 1910 


BRAND’S~ 
ESSENCE 


SEEF, 


ALSO OF 


CHICKEN, MUTTON, and VEAL, 
INVALIDS. 


Price Lists of Invalid Preparations free on 
application to 


BRAND & CO., Ltd.. MAYFAIR, W. 


Pad lington, 
Ord May 30 
Machester, Mantle 


Silver 


Manu- 


Bed- 


Engi- 


Plymouth, 
Ord May 26 
Gt Grimsby, 


Peat Merchant 
Tinsmith Gt 
Glam, Doubler 


High 
Ayles- 


Hampstead, 
Ord May 27 


Confectioner 


PARRY, Suilder Bangor 


Milliner Exeter 


Hants, 
Ord May 26 


Lane 3, Baker 


Fancy Draper 
Warrington 


POWLESLAND, Nor 
Plymouth Pet Apri 


Swindon 


North- 
nr Hounslow, 
Ord May 26 

rehant 


Fruiterer 


Quarryman 


Dealer 


sirmingham, 
Adjud Sept 15, 1908 





CHARITIES, &c. 


CHARITIES. &c. 











CHARING-#-HOSPITAL 


AGAR STREET, STRAND, W.C. 


SUPPORTED BY 
VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS, 
ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTIONS, 
DONATIONS, ano 
LEGACIES. 


24,000 Sick and Injured Persons 


treated annually. 
WALTER ALVEY, Secretary. 
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Pork Hawker 
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NATIONAL 
ORPHAN HOME, 


HAM COMMON, SURREY. 
Under the Patronage of H.R.H. the Duchess of 
Albany and H.R.H. Princess Christian. 
Prisident: 
His GRACE THE DUKE OF PORTLAND, 
Chairman: 
Str THOMAS SKEWES Cox, J.P. 
FOUNDED 1849. 
For Orphan Girls, who are received without 
distinction of religion, and trained for domestic 


service. 
LEGACIES 
DONATIONS AND SUBSCRIPTIONS ARE MUCH NEEDED, 


Lloyd’s Bank, 16, St. James’ Street, 8S. W. 
The Orphanage, Ham Common, Surrey. 


K.G. 


Sankers : 
Secretary : 








DR. BARNARDO'S 
HOMES : 


NATIONAL INCORPORATED ASSOCIATION 


TRAIN BOYS AND GIRLS 


FOR THE EMPIRE. 


71,228 Orphan and Destitute Children 
Rescued in 44 years. 

9,000 Children always in Residence. 
BEQUEST FORMS ON APPLICATION TOSECY. 
Hon. Director: WM. BAKER, Eaq., M.A., LL.B., 
18 to 26, Stepney Causeway, London, E£. 








ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (incorporated), 


LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: H.R.H. THE PRINCESS OF WALES, 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD. 
easurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 


Help in Legacies and Donaticns 
towards the Purchase of Freehold 
would be gratefully acknowledged. 


£7,500 required. 


Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN, 


(HOMES FOR LITTLE BOYS,) 


Farningham and Swanley, Kent, 


AN APPEAL TO ALL LOVERS OF 
LITTLE CHILDREN. 


Nearly 500 Lads are now being sheltered in the 
Christian care of the Homes, educated and taught 
the rudiments of a useful trade before they set 
out to fight life’s battle. 

We earnestly plead for contributions, small or 
great, to wipe off the deficit of more than £2,000 
which still remains. 

An Annual subscriber of £1 1s. is entitled to four 
votes at each Election. A Donation of £5 5s. consti- 
tutes life governorship. 

EDMUND 8. HANBURY, Esq., Treasurer. 
J. DIx LEwIs, Esq., J.P., Chairman. 
PERCY ROBERTS, Secretary. 
OFFICES : 
100, Temple Chambers, Temple Avenue, LONDON, E.0, 




















YT, MARK’S HOSPITAL FOR CANCER, 
S FISTULA, and other DISEASES of the RE OTUM, 
City-road, E.C. 

HELP URGENTLY NEEDED. 
A. W. SOWDEN, Secretary. 








LA W ASSOCIATION, 


For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the 
Metropolis and Vicinity. 
InstiITUTED 1817. 
Supported by Life and Annual Subscriptions and by 
Donations. 

This Association consists of Solicitors residing and prac- 
tising in the vy see or within the Bills of Mortality’ and 
its objects are (amongst others) 

To grant relief to the Widow and Children of any 
deceased ao or if none, then to other relatives 
dependent on him for support. 

The relief afforded last year amounted to £1,460. 

A subscription of One Guinea per annum constitutes a 
Member, and a payment of Ten Guineas membership for 
life. 

Application to be made to the Szcretary, E. Evelyn 
Barron, 3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, London, Ww.c, 


BUNTINGFORD RETREAT AND 


SANATORIUM. 
FOR CENTLEMEN SUFFERING FROM INEBRIETY OR 
ABUSE OF DRUCS. 
Privately or under the Inebriates Acts. 
Two Resident Physicians. 
Terms, 2 to 3Quineas,. {mile from Station, G.E.R. 
Telephone : P.O. 8, Buntingford., Telegraphic Address: 
‘‘RESIDENT, BUNTINGFORD,” 











THE EAST LONDON CHURCH FUND. 


PRESIDENTS: 
BISHOPS OF ISLINGTON and STEPNEY. 
The object of this Fund is to bring more 
Christian Workers into East London, 
which has a working-class population of over two 
millions. It now helps to maintain 


216 Lay and 
200 Clerical Agents, 


and earnestly solicits help by 
Subscription or Donation 
and Legacy. 


THE 


Secretary: Rev. H. A. E. STANDFAST, M.A. 
Office: 70, Hamilton House, Bishopsgate, E.C. 











INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER. 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A.. 
M.D. (Camb.). Principal: H. M. RILEY, ‘Assoc. Soc. 
Study of Bw noe — years’ Experience. Excellent 
Le and edical ‘Re References. For terms and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TeLeaRaPHic Appress: ‘*‘ MEDICAL, LEIOESTER.” 


Treatment of INEGRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen under the Act and oe 
For Terms, &c., epply to 
k. 8. D. HOGG, M.B.C.8., 


Medical pone itondent. 
Telephone: P.O. 16, bickmanswusta. 
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